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ABSTRACT

DIVERSITY, EQUITY, AND INCLUSION AT FAITH-BASED INSTITUTIONS: A
QUANTITATIVE STUDY AT TWO SEVENTH-DAY ADVENTIST INSTITUTIONS
OF HIGHER LEARNING IN NORTH AMERICA

by
Erin Doggette

Chair: Janet Ledesma
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Dissertation

Andrews University
School of Education
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INSTITUTIONS: A QUANTITATIVE STUDY AT TWO SEVENTH-DAY
ADVENTIST INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER LEARNING IN NORTH
AMERICA
Name of researcher: Erin Doggette
Name and degree of faculty chair: Janet Ledesma, Ph.D.
Date completed: 6-30-22
Problem
The need to address Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion at university campuses is
critical. The campus climate impacts college students’ overall collegial relationships and
academic abilities. Since 1976, there has been an increase of 19.1% marginalized
students enrolled in college. For these students, a sense of belonging is believed to aid in
improved collegial relationships and better academic performance.
According to the research, students who have positive perceptions of the campus
climate tend to be more satisfied with their overall college experience and become more
academically successful. Private, faith-based institutions must consider conducting

campus climate surveys to assess potential diversity, equity, and inclusion needs for their
community of higher education institutions.
Method
This was a quantitative non-experimental study that used descriptive statistics and
regression analysis to answer the research questions. The methodology had canonical
correlation as it measured more than one phenomenon, DEI and student’s relationships
and academic abilities. Lastly, this study was cross-sectional, as data were collected from
several individuals at a single point in time. An electronic survey using Class Climate
was sent to approximately 5,078 undergraduate and graduate students with 288
respondents as the sample size. Respondents matriculated at two different faith-based
universities.
Results
Results from the study indicated that Diversity and Equity were higher than that
of Inclusion. This indicated the two universities appeared to be very diverse and equitable
to students, but students felt the universities were not inclusive. Descriptive statistics was
run on the demographic data. Additionally, supplementary linear regression analysis was
conducted to identify whether any of the demographic variables mattered for the
prediction of Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion. In the supplementary analysis, Equity
indicated a statistical significance. Diversity and Inclusion were not statistically
significant. While most students perceived a sense of Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion
being present at their institutions, there were several students in high percentages who did
not feel Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion were as prevalent as they should be in
conjunction with Academic Abilities and Collegial Relationships. The perception of the

majority was so slight in several of the categories presented on the survey that it begs an
examination of the minority responses.
Conclusion
This was a comparative study of Mason’s (2011) study. The studies collected data
11 years apart. Mason’s (2011) study included one public Midwestern university, while
this study included two faith-based universities: one in the Midwest and one in the
Southeast. Both studies revealed Equity has an opposite impact on Collegial
Relationships than Diversity and Inclusion. Results from the study indicated that
Diversity and Equity were higher than that of Inclusion. This indicates the two
universities appeared to be very diverse and equitable to students, but students feel the
universities are not inclusive.

Andrews University
School of Education

DIVERSITY, EQUITY, AND INCLUSION AT FAITH-BASED INSTITUTIONS: A
QUANTITATIVE STUDY AT TWO SEVENTH-DAY ADVENTIST INSTITUTIONS
OF HIGHER LEARNING IN NORTH AMERICA

A Dissertation
Presented in Partial Fulfillment
of the Requirements for the Degree
Doctor of Philosophy

by
Erin Doggette
June 2022

©Copyright by Erin Doggette 2022
All Rights Reserved

DIVERSITY, EQUITY, AND INCLUSION AT FAITH-BASED INSTITUTIONS: A
QUANTITATIVE STUDY AT TWO SEVENTH-DAY ADVENTIST INSTITUTIONS
OF HIGHER LEARNING IN NORTH AMERICA

A dissertation
presented in partial fulfillment
of the requirements for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy

by
Erin Doggette

APPROVAL BY THE COMMITTEE:
__________________________________
Chair: Janet Ledesma, PhD

_________________________________
Dean, School of Education
Alayne Thorpe, PhD

__________________________________
Member: Monica Dillihunt, PhD

__________________________________
Member: Chang-Ho Ji, PhD

__________________________________
Dr. Ruth Horton, EdD

_________________________________
Date approved

TABLE OF CONTENTS

LIST OF TABLES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

vi

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

viii

Chapter
1.
INTRODUCTION . . . . . . . .
Background of the Problem
Statement of the Problem .
Purpose of the Study . . . .
Research Questions . . . .
Methodology . . . . . . . .
Conceptual Framework . .
Significance of the Study .
Definition of Terms . . . .
Assumptions . . . . . . . . .
Limitations of the Study . .
Delimitations . . . . . . . .
Summary . . . . . . . . . .
Organization of the Study .

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

1
1
4
5
6
6
8
11
13
17
17
18
18
18

2.

LITERATURE REVIEW . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Overview . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
The History of American Higher Education . . . . . . .
The Mid-1700s through 1790 . . . . . . . . . . . . .
The Educational Shift between the 1800s and 1900s
The 1900s . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
American Education in the 21st Century . . . . . . .
History of Diversity, Equity, & Inclusion Initiatives . .
Campus Climate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Theoretical Considerations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Tierney’s Enacted Culture . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Allport’s Intergroup Contact Theory . . . . . . . . .
Gurin’s Diversity Interaction Theory . . . . . . . . .
Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

20
20
21
22
22
24
31
37
41
46
50
50
51
52
55

3.

METHODOLOGY . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

57

iii

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . .
Research Design . . . . . . . . .
Research Questions . . . . . . .
Population and Sample . . . . .
Description of the Sites . . .
Sampling . . . . . . . . . . .
Variables . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion
Collegial Relations . . . . . .
Diversity . . . . . . . . . . . .
Equity . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Inclusion . . . . . . . . . . . .
Academic Ability . . . . . .
Collegial Relations . . . . . .
Demographic Control Variables
Data Analysis . . . . . . . . . . .

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

57
57
58
58
58
59
60
61
61
62
62
63
63
63
64
64

4.

RESEARCH FINDINGS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Demographics and General Descriptive Findings . . . . . . . . . .
Summary of Demographics and General Descriptive Findings . .
Research Questions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Findings for Research Question 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Supplementary Item Analysis Related to Diversity . . . . . . .
Supplemental Items Related to Equity . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Supplementary Item Analysis Related to Inclusion . . . . . . .
Summary of Research Question 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Research Question 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Supplementary Item Analysis Related to Collegial Relationships
Summary of Research Question 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Research Question 3 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Survey Items Related to Academic Abilities . . . . . . . . . . .
Summary of Research Question 3 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Summary of Chapter 4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
General Demographic Findings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Research Questions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

65
65
66
71
73
73
76
84
86
89
93
96
101
103
105
109
110
110
110

5.

SUMMARY . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Research Design and Sampling . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Conceptual Framework . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Demographics . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Findings, Discussion, and Comparisons of Research Questions . .
Research Question 1: The State of DEI on College Campuses
Research Question 2: DEI and Collegial Relationships . . . . .

117
117
118
118
121
124
124
133

iv

Research Question 3: DEI and Academic Abilities . . . . . . .
Summary of Open-ended Discussion for Each Research Question
Discussion and Comparison of Public Universities and Faith-based
Universities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Recommendations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Practice . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Future Research . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

142
145
145
149
150
152

Appendix
A.

TABLE OF DEFINITION OF VARIABLES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

154

B.

HYPOTHESIS TESTING TABLE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

167

C.

INFORMED CONSENT . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

168

D.

NIH CERTIFICATE OF COMPLETION . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

170

E.

SURVEY . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

171

REFERENCES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

176

v

LIST OF TABLES

4.1.

Total Demographic for Participants in the Study (N = 288) . . . . . . . . .

67

4.2.

Frequency (%) of Ethnicity at College A (N = 155) . . . . . . . . . . . . .

68

4.3.

Frequency (%) of Ethnicity at College B (N = 119) . . . . . . . . . . . . .

69

4.4.

Frequency (%) of Gender, Veteran Status, and Citizenship at
College A (N = 155) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

70

Frequency (%) of Gender, Veteran Status, and Citizenship at
College B (N = 120) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

71

4.6.

Descriptive Statistics of Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (N = 273) . . . .

74

4.7.

Summary of Regression Analysis Predicting Equity . . . . . . . . . . . . .

75

4.8.

T-test Results on Colleges and Citizenship Status . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

76

4.9.

Satisfaction with the Diversity of Cultural Backgrounds (N = 273) . . . .

77

4.10. Students’ Responsibility to be a Spokesperson (N = 273) . . . . . . . . . .

79

4.11. Retention of Students (N = 271) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

81

4.12. Commitment to Increase Minority Student Graduates (N = 268) . . . . . .

82

4.13. Opportunities for Suggestions in Diversity Programming (N = 271) . . . .

82

4.14. Commitment to Increase Minority Student Graduates (N = 273) . . . . . .

83

4.15. Satisfaction to the Diverse Needs of Changing Student
Demographics (N = 273) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

83

4.16. Outcomes of Campus Programs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

85

4.17. Opportunities for Recognition, Respect, and Advancement at the
University . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

85

4.18. Comforts in Socialization . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

86

4.5.

vi

4.19. Types of Students Who Can/Cannot Benefit from Educational
Experiences . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

88

4.20. Outcomes of Campus Programs (N = 273) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

88

4.21. Minority Students are a Stigma on Campus Prestige (N = 271) . . . . . . .

89

4.22. Summary of Regression Analysis Predicting Collegial
Relationships . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

94

4.23. Supplementary Analysis of College Mediating the Effect of DEI on
Collegial Relationships . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

95

4.24. Superficial Friendliness Among Differing Groups (N = 271) . . . . . . . .

96

4.25. Prejudice among Students (N = 270) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

97

4.26. Discrimination on Campus . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

98

4.27. Meaningful Participation in Shared Governance (N = 268) . . . . . . . . .

98

4.28. Students’ Relationships on Campus . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

99

4.29. Students’ Witnessing or Experiences of Discrimination or Prejudice . . . .

100

4.30. Summary of Regression Analysis Predicting Academic Abilities . . . . .

105

4.31. Students Who are Academically Prepared . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

107

4.32. Summary of Regression Analysis Predicting Academic Abilities
(N = 273) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

108

vii

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

I am eternally grateful to God for allowing me to complete a journey that I never
truly deemed possible. I thank Him for giving me the courage to share research on such a
controversial topic, the ability to focus, and the discipline to complete this arduous task.
Additionally, I would like to thank my husband, King James Doggette, Sr., for
offering sincere love, patience, encouragement, and support throughout this entire
endeavor.
I am also grateful to my mother, family, and friends who, from near and far,
encouraged me to stay the course and finish the race.
Lastly, it is with the utmost regard that I offer my heartfelt gratitude to my
committee members: Dr. Janet Ledesma (chair), Dr. Monica Dillihunt (content expert),
and Dr. Chang-Ho Ji (methodologist); without their patience, understanding, and
guidance, this would not have been possible.

viii

CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
Background of the Problem
Diversity, Equity, & Inclusion (DEI) is a hot topic in America that catapulted in
recent years because of the deaths of George Floyd, Breonna Taylor, Daunte Wright,
Stephon Clarke, and others. The topic has also been exacerbated by the political and
social climate in which we currently exist. This phenomenon is not a new concept. Thus,
this study stems from the dark history of America fighting at all costs to exclude
minorities and marginalized students from its education system (J. D. Anderson, 1997;
Carlton, 2020; Clay, 1886; Craig et al., 2018; Doyle, 1962; Fee, 1891; Fisher, 1996;
Freedman, 1999; Fried, 2020; A. Harris, 2021; Jordan, 2016; Lovett, 2011; Meredith,
2019; Rush, 1791; Sears, 1987).
The issue of DEI is not endemic to just America and American society; it has also
penetrated itself into the educational systems of America. As America continues to see an
ever-increasing rise in diversity as it relates to population (U.S. Census Bureau, 2021), its
higher education institutions are seeing the same increase in diversity as it relates to
students (Arday, 2021; Hanson, 2021). Roughly 47% of the college population is
comprised of minorities and marginalized groups (Hanson, 2021) that continue to
contribute to the population of higher education institutions. This population growth is
comprised of various types of students.
1

Minorities and marginalized groups of the 21st century are defined as a unique
collection of varying ethnicities, religions, cultures, and ideologies (A. Harris, 2021;
Mayhew et al., 2016; Quaye & Harper, 2015) across college campuses. This unique
collection produced campus climates that are comprised of race (ethnicity), gender
(Buddey, 2011), sexual orientation (lesbian, gay, bi-sexual, transgender, queer, intersex,
a-sexual, pan-sexual, kink, & + (LGBTQIAPK+)), religious affiliation, veteran status,
disabilities, and international status (Chávez et al., 2003; Jones, 2018; Rankin & Reason,
2005; Samura, 2016; Scott & Siltanen, 2017; Smith et al., 1997; Williams & Clowney,
2007). As a result, this ever-growing wave of diversity embedded in higher education
(Denzin, 2018) creates an undeniable need to study these marginalized groups to ensure
the campus climate offers a diverse, equitable, and inclusive (DEI) environment that
improves collegial relationships and enhances students’ academic abilities.
Barr and McClellan (2018) highlight the fact that some campuses are seeking to
create spaces that provide a sense of community through the inclusion of all diverse
students. Many of these underrepresented or marginalized students endure situations that
require accommodation for diverse needs, such as accessible facilities, challenges
resulting from family dynamics (e.g., single parents, mothers who are breastfeeding,
transgender students), autistic students or other psychopathologies, students with therapy
animals, and even some students’ allergies to these therapy animals (Barr & McClellan,
2018; Schuh et al., 2016).
In a recent study (Fan et al., 2021) conducted to assess the university campus
climate, students reported an overall positive experience regarding the climate of their
institutions. The focus of the study, however, did not represent the student body. It
2

focused on the overwhelming percentage of marginalized students who reported a
negative view of the campus climate. Moreover, White students who did not occupy a
marginalized space, and were the majority group in the study, reported more satisfaction.
Marginalized students, on the other hand, revealed a statistically significant difference
(Fan et al., 2021). These findings are consistent with previous studies (Cantor et al.,
2019; W. Harris, 2017; Harrison, 2016; Mason, 2011; Strayhorn, 2019) that were
conducted in public institutions. However, an extensive investigation of these issues and
concerns reveals a gap in the research as it relates to private, faith-based institutions.
Marginalized students create a new market for colleges, and creating programs for
these students is an expensive undertaking (Barr & McClellan, 2018). Creating this
programming is where DEI initiatives become critical (Clayton, 2021). Regardless of the
financial state of the institution, DEI initiatives should be a priority (Zhang & Meng,
2021). Faith-based institutions must understand their campus climate as well. Private,
faith-based institutions must understand their campus climate as it relates directly to DEI
because the need for diverse, equitable, and inclusive environments for students is not
restrictive to public institutions. This need grows as the increase in diversity at
predominantly White institutions (PWI) increases (Chávez et al., 2003; Fan et al., 2021).
While the institutions in this study administered other surveys, such as the
National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) (Esser, 2020) and the Student
Experience in the Research University (SERU) survey, they were designed to gauge the
amount of time and effort students contribute to their education and the types of resources
the institution provides to students. These are surveys designed to study broad categories
of information.
3

Statement of the Problem
The need to address Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion at university campuses is
critical (Mason, 2011; A. Harris, 2021; W. Harris, 2017; Harrison, 2016; Wood et al.,
2016). The campus climate impacts college students’ overall collegial relationships and
academic abilities (Barr & McClellan, 2018; Fan et al., 2021; Mayhew et al., 2016;
Sankofa et al., 2019; Schuh et al., 2016). The experiences of marginalized students on
university campuses differ from other students (Barr & McClellan, 2018; Sankofa et al.,
2019; Schuh et al., 2016).
Marginalized students’ unique situations embody a group of students whose needs
and challenges are not always considered; thus, they tend to reveal a significantly lower
sense of belonging (Duran et al., 2020; Fan et al., 2021). Since an increasing number of
marginalized students (Non-White student attendance has increased 191.1% since 1976)
are enrolled in college (Hanson, 2021), a sense of belonging is believed to aid in
improved collegial relationships and better academic performance (Fan et al., 2021;
Mayhew et al., 2016; Strayhorn, 2019). According to the research, students who have
positive perceptions of the campus climate tend to be more satisfied with their overall
college experience and become more academically successful.
Although conversations on the topic of Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion are
ongoing across America (Douglas et al., 2021; A. Harris, 2021), there appears to be
limited research on the climate of university campuses as it relates to DEI and faith-based
institutions of higher learning. This is especially true within the Seventh-day Adventist
(SDA) educational system. Some faith-based institutions have conducted campus climate
surveys, but these studies were not done with the intent to study the campus climate to
4

explore the potential diversity, equity, and inclusion needs of its students. Thus, these
studies were created for individual marginalized groups such as LGBTQIAPK+ (Garvey
et al., 2017) and peer dispositions at a Jesuit school (Barnhardt et al., 2017), the
promotion of spiritual growth (Paredes-Collins, 2013), and barriers to women’s
leadership (D. F. Wood, 2009).
While these surveys served their intended purpose, they are representative of the
many kinds of campus climate surveys that address targeted marginalized groups
(LGBTQ, veterans, women), not the collective groups of students that exist on
postsecondary campuses. There is a need for a study on the campus climate as it relates to
DEI (Cantor et al., 2019; W. Harris, 2017; Harrison, 2016; Mason, 2011; Smith et al.,
1997) that provide a starting point for public institutions to use as a tool for further
actions steps in exploring true diversity needs for higher education campuses, should also
extend to Seventh-day Adventist faith-based higher education institutions as well.
Current research reveals a gap in findings regarding the campus climate (Fosnacht, 2018),
as there is no campus climate study specifically geared toward DEI and the culture of the
institution that has been deployed at Seventh-day Adventist institutions of higher
learning.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to explore the campus climate at two faith-based
institutions of higher learning on Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion as perceived by
students. The study also intends to determine the impact Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion
have on collegial relationships and the academic abilities of students.
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Research Questions
1. What is the state of DEI on Seventh-day Adventist college campuses?
2. What are students’ perceptions of the campus climate regarding DEI and
Collegial Relationships?
3. What are students’ perceptions of the campus climate regarding DEI and
academic abilities?
Methodology
A quantitative non-experimental design that uses descriptive statistics and
regression analysis will be used to answer the research question. This approach enabled
me to develop a survey instrument that allowed me to explore college students’
perceptions of the campus climate and how diversity, equity, and inclusion impact their
overall collegial relationships and academic abilities.
The design is quantitative because it is objective in measuring the relationship
between DEI and its correlation with students’ relationships and academic abilities. Thus,
there is no direct action or intervention, meaning no controlled elements, so it is nonexperimental (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2012; Creswell & Guetterman, 2019; Rudestam &
Newton, 2015). The methodology has canonical correlation because more than one
phenomenon is being measured, DEI and student’s relationships and abilities. Lastly, this
study is cross-sectional, as data were collected from several individuals at a single point
in time (Creswell & Guetterman, 2019).
A quantitative research design was used because the research problem involved
five variables: diversity, equity, inclusion, collegial relationships, and academic abilities.

6

These variables needed to be explored to determine how one or more variable affects
others (Creswell & Guetterman, 2019). A survey instrument was then created and used to
measure the variables in the study.
A non-experimental research design was used to limit the threat to the validity of
the research (Creswell & Guetterman, 2019). This study takes place in real-life settings
where it is not possible for the researcher to control all possible variables.
Since there are a total of five variables being measured, they are grouped into two
sets each and form a variable that represents the variance of one set that explains the
other set. This makes this study canonical (Creswell & Guetterman, 2019; Mertler &
Vannatta, 2017). There is a direct correlation between the two sets of variables, and one
subset does not have a greater impact than the other set.
It is a canonical correlation because more than one phenomenon is being
measured: DEI and student’s relationships and abilities. Three phenomena correlate to
two phenomena. Diversity, equity, and inclusion correlate to students’ relationships and
students’ abilities (Mertler & Vannatta, 2017). There is a perceived relationship between
DEI and students’ collegial relationships and academic abilities (Murphy & Zirkel,
2015); this study is correlational.
A cross-sectional survey design was the best option to use, as the variables
explored in this study are not influenced. The data was collected from participants at a
single point in time, Spring 2022. Cross-sectional data can also be used as a basis for
further research (Creswell & Guetterman, 2019).

7

Conceptual Framework
The conceptual framework of this study is grounded in Diversity, Equity, &
Inclusion, Academic Abilities, and Collegial Relationships. This conceptual framework is
built on the work of Mason (2011), whose research explored the campus climate to
answer questions concerning students’ perceptions of the campus climate regarding
diversity as determined by subcategories of active multicultural support, academic ability,
collegial relationships, multicultural inclusion, structural diversity, and civic
responsibility. The survey used in the study further explores whether students have
witnessed or experienced discrimination and, if so, how and when regarding what
attributes (Mason, 2011). This study expands on the work of Mason (2011) by addressing
equity and inclusion in addition to diversity.
Diversity is defined as a limitless construct that entails differences in race
(ethnicity), gender (female is the minority), sexual orientation—lesbian, gay, bi-sexual,
transgender, queer, intersex, a-sexual, pan-sexual, kink, & + (LGBTQIAPK+)—religious
affiliation, veteran status, disabilities, and international status (Jones, 2018; Rankin &
Reason, 2005; Smith et al., 1997; Williams & Clowney, 2007).
Gurin’s (1999) diversity interaction theory coined the term effortful thinking,
which conceptualizes the idea of scaffolding student-thinkers from societal thinkers to
conscious thinkers to critical thinkers using the Cognitive Theory of Learning and
Development and asserts effortful thinking occurs because of culturally and racially
diverse collaboration (Gurin, 1999). Gurin et al. (2002), Kilgo et al. (2019), and Museus
et al. (2017) explored the idea by expounding upon the link between diversity and
learning.
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Gurin et al. (2002), Kilgo et al. (2019), and Museus et al. (2017) developed four
approaches to research to affirm the claim that there are direct benefits of diverse
educational experiences: (a) student assessments regarding the benefits of diverse
interactions with peers, (b) faculty assessments about the impact of diversity on student
learning, (c) analyses of monetary and non-monetary returns as a result of graduating
from the diverse institution, and (d) analyses of linking diversity experiences to
educational outcomes (Gurin et al., 2002, p. 11). Gurin’s (1999) research underscores the
need for diverse groups to co-exist and learn from one another on college campuses, thus
resulting in improved collegial relationships and enhanced academic abilities (Astin et
al., 2011; Museus et al., 2017).
Equity refers to providing fair or appropriate access to rights and privileges for
people who represent known marginalized groups (C. A. Anderson & Foster, 1964;
Jones, 2018). Yocom’s (1988) assumption examined the status of affirmative action in
higher education. Affirmative action is defined as using “policies, legislation, programs,
and procedures to improve the educational or employment opportunities of members of
certain demographic groups (such as minority groups, women, and older people) as a
remedy to the effects of long-standing discrimination against such group” (Affirmative
action, n.d.). Yocom (1988) examined affirmative action on college campuses, and she
concluded diverse interactions are beneficial to college students who were generally
considered marginalized or underrepresented. In her evaluation, she noted how, initially,
affirmative action was viewed as a cop-out, reverse discrimination, and a quota system
rather than an issue of social justice (Yocom, 1988). Affirmative action, according to

9

Yocom’s (1988) research, was the reason that other ‘non-traditional’ minority groups are
now recognized on college campuses.
Inclusion refers to how students feel welcomed on campus and safe enough to
share their experiences and learn from others. They foster a sense of belonging (Fan et
al., 2021). While the three are termed collectively as DEI, there are clear distinctions in
their previously stated meanings—the inevitable diverse population increase, provisions
for equal access, and the inclusion of all groups of people. Likewise, students’
perceptions of diversity, equity, and inclusion cannot be coined as one experience that
stems from one factor.
Marginalized students are not the only entity within a campus community. They
comprise the diverse culture represented at higher education institutions. Means and Pyne
(2017) conducted a study that used Tierney’s (1987) research concept of enacted
culture—attempted to gauge understanding of students’ perceptions of their campus
climate. In general, this research provides tools to aid in exploring the impact the campus
climate has on students’ overall experience and how their collegial relations impact these
experiences (Means & Pyne, 2017).
As it relates to diversity, Allport (1954) Intergroup Contact Theory proposed
positive effects exist when diverse groups interact with each other. Their study, like
Tierney’s (1987), evaluated students’ perceptions of the campus climate. They explored
four similar areas: association, equality, interdependence, and overall university support.
His findings indicated that students of diverse backgrounds, specifically race, developed
relationships that extended beyond the collegiate years, and they experienced a sense of
commonality.
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Academic Ability is the fourth construct. It refers to students’ aspirations,
motivations, and perceptions of personal performance in relation to other students
(Mason, 2011; Murphy & Zirkel, 2015). The Intergroup Contact Theory (Contact)
supports the belief that diversity is essential on college campuses to enhance academic
abilities (Christ & Kauff, 2019; Hodson et al., 2018). Contact makes all groups more
open to connecting with others’ experiences (Hodson et al., 2018). In turn, this contact
stimulates “new ways of problem-solving, enhance[s] cognitive flexibility, and foster[s]
creativity” (Hodson et al., 2018, p. 523), thus shaping students’ cognition and
experiences.
Collegial Relations is the fifth construct. This refers to students’ perceived notions
of the social environment, feelings of exclusion or bias, and interactions with others at the
college (Mason, 2011). Collegial Relations has been documented in previous studies.
Allport’s (1954) research supposes there are interactions determined by their connectivity
and sense of belonging within the campus community (Strayhorn, 2019). Smith et al.’s
(1997) research opened the door for newer recognized forms of diversity that consisted of
four dimensions: access and success, campus climate and intergroup relations, education
and scholarship, and institutional visibility and viability (Mason, 2011). And again,
Hodson et al.’s (2018) research supports how Allport’s theory is still relevant.
Significance of the Study
This study is significant because it will help scholars understand students’
perceptions of diversity, equity, and inclusion on college campuses and how these relate
to students’ perceptions of collegial relationships and academic abilities at faith-based
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universities. A startling timeline of historical events demonstrates how difficult it has
been for marginalized students to gain an inclusive education with access that includes
diverse learners (A. Harris, 2021).
This study will contribute to previous research (Cantor et al., 2019; W. Harris,
2017; Harrison, 2016; Mason, 2011; Smith et al., 1997) that examines students’
perceptions of the campus climate at public institutions and contribute to the research of
the perceived campus climate of faith-based private Seventh-day Adventist institutions.
Consequently, gauging students’ perceptions of the campus climate provides a
foundational piece for further exploration into the potential need for DEI initiatives and
their levels of effectiveness (Fan et al., 2021; Lin et al., 2019). Students’ perceptions can
be likely questioned but conducting a study of how students perceive their campus
environment is beneficial, if not necessary, to the future development and implementation
of campus DEI initiatives (Mason, 2011).
As a result, this study is significant because it will inform Seventh-day Adventist
institutions of higher learning. This data, in turn, offers a tool of inspiration for
administrators to use to enact meaningful change toward an inclusive and equitable
campus where DEI can thrive. Lastly, this kind of study should be reflective of an
ongoing practice that allows administrators to understand trends in the campus climate
over time, make necessary revisions to the study as deemed appropriate, and offer a
glimpse into the deeper questions each institution should be asking as an institution. This
study will also be significant because it will contribute to a larger set of actions to build a
more inclusive and thriving environment at higher education institutions.
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Definition of Terms
The following definitions will clarify key terms for this study:
Academic ability—Academic ability refers to students’ aspirations, motivations,
and perceptions of personal performance in relation to other students (Mason, 2011;
Murphy & Zirkel, 2015).
Affirmative Action—Affirmative Action refers to “the use of policies, legislation,
programs, and procedures to improve the educational or employment opportunities of
members of certain demographic groups (such as minority groups, women, and older
people) as a remedy to the effects of long-standing discrimination against such group”
(Merriam-Webster, n.d.).
Campus climate—Campus climate refers to the perceived beliefs about a
campus’s environment (Astin, 1997; Mason, 2011; Sheldon, 2001).
Collegial relations—Collegial relations refer to students’ perceived notions of the
social environment, feelings of exclusion or bias, and interactions with others at the
college (Mason, 2011).
Conflict—Conflict is the degree to which students experience conflict because of
sexual orientation, disability status, ethnicity, and gender on campus (Campbell-Whatley
et al., 2015).
Diversity—Diversity refers to a limitless construct that entails differences in race
(ethnicity), gender (female is the minority), sexual orientation—lesbian, gay, bi-sexual,
transgender, queer, intersex, a-sexual, pan-sexual, kink, & + (LGBTQIAPK+)—religious
affiliation, veteran status, disabilities, and international status (Jones, 2018; Rankin &
Reason, 2005; Scott & Siltanen, 2017; Smith et al., 1997; Williams & Clowney, 2007).
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Diversity Engagement—Diversity engagement reflected experiences of
harassment or language difficulty (Campbell-Whatley et al., 2015).
Diversity Exposure—Diversity exposure relates to diversity activity and programs
on campus (Campbell-Whatley et al., 2015).
Diversity Interest—Diversity interest reflects the interest in including diversity in
the curriculum or other teaching material (Campbell-Whatley et al., 2015).
Enacted environment—Enacted environment refers to “Participants developing
interpretations about the nature of the [college] from their social construction of the
[college’s] culture based on historical traditions, current situational contexts, and
individual perceptions” (Mason, 2011; Tierney, 1987).
Equity—Equity refers to the idea of providing fair or appropriate access to rights
and privileges for people who represent known marginalized groups (C. A. Anderson &
Foster, 1964; Jones, 2018).
Faith-based Institution—Faith-based colleges and universities are distinctly
positioned to effectively work toward a global good, with missions informed and
motivated by their faith. Many religious-affiliated institutions are attempting to serve
their local and global neighbor through a variety of programs.
Inclusion—Inclusion refers to the idea that students feel welcomed on campus and
safe enough to share their experiences and learn from others.
LGBTQIAPK+ (LGBT)—LGBTQIAPK+ is an inclusive term that includes people
of all genders and sexualities, such as lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, questioning,
queer, intersex, asexual, pansexual, and allies. While each letter in LGBTQIA+ stands for
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a specific group of people, the term encompasses the entire spectrum of gender fluidity
and sexual identities.
Lesbian—term for women sexually and romantically oriented toward other
women
Gay—any person attracted to the same gender
Bi-sexual—those who are sexually and romantically attracted both to men and
women
Trans—an inclusive term for anyone whose gender identity does not match their
sex assigned at birth
Transsexual—can mean someone transitioning from one sex to another using
surgery or medical treatments, not in common usage
Transgender—the term for someone who identifies as a different gender than
what was assigned on their birth certificate questioning - when a person is
exploring their sexuality, gender identity, and gender expression
Queer—an inclusive term or as a unique celebration of not molding to social
norms
Intersex—used for individuals who don’t fit into specific gender norms of woman
or man; it can also be used for those with reproductive anatomy that is not
biologically typical
Asexual—used for those who do not feel sexual attraction to either sex or that do
not feel romantic attraction in a typical way
Pansexual/Omnisexual—a term for individuals with a desire for all genders and
sexes (Betts, n.d.)
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Kink—“bizarre or unconventional sexual preferences or behavior” or “a person
characterized by such preferences or behavior” (Kink, n.d.).; The + sign – “The
plus sign at the end of LGBTQIA+ can include members of other communities,
including allies — people who support and rally the LGBTQIA+ cause even
though they don’t identify within the community itself” (Betts, n.d., “The + in
LGBTQIA+,” para. 1).
Marginalized—“Marginalized refers to groups of students who are
underrepresented in higher education” (Schuh et al., 2016, p. x).
Minority—Minority groups refers to students who are deemed inferior in certain
social contexts because of their race, gender, sexual orientation, religious affiliation,
veteran status, international status, and disabilities (Patton et al., 2016; Rankin & Reason,
2005; Smith et al., 1997).
Objective Climate—Objective climate refers to the assessment of the objective
aspects of diversity on a college campus (Hart & Fellabaum, 2008).
Perceived Climate—Perceived climate refers to the current common patterns of
important dimensions of organizational life or its members’ perceptions of and attitudes
toward those dimensions (Hart & Fellabaum, 2008).
Psychological Climate—Psychological climate, also referred to as the felt climate,
refers to how students feel about their experiences and interactions on a college campus
(Hart & Fellabaum, 2008).
Respect—Respect is defined through the lens of what marginalized students seek
to have in relation to others in the campus environment and the degree to which they
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experience an association or connection within their environment (Campbell-Whatley et
al., 2015).
Seventh-day Adventist (SDA)—The Seventh-day Adventist Church is a Christian
denomination distinguished by its doctrinal beliefs that the literal, visible Second Coming
of Christ is close at hand and that the Sabbath of the Old Testament is still relevant today
and is God’s true biblical Sabbath. The shortened version is Adventist.
Assumptions
The major assumptions in this study are that the survey participants will be able to
inform the perceptions of Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion of students at Seventh-day
Adventist institutions of Higher Learning. They will also inform the impact of Diversity,
Equity, and Inclusion on the collegial relationships and academic abilities of students on
these campuses.
Limitations of the Study
The limitations of this study are that two out of the 13 Seventh-day Adventist
institutions of higher learning in North America are being surveyed. This study may be
limited by the actual number of higher education Seventh-day Adventist institutions that
allow their students to participate or those students who are willing to participate in the
study. Students’ responses may be limited due to the lack of time they have to fit ‘another
thing’ into their already rigorous schedules.
A final limitation of the study would be the students’ willingness to be truly
candid in their responses out of fear of repercussions. Because SDA schools are faithbased and operate on principles that support the teachings of the Bible (Olson, 2012),
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students may feel that some of their responses may go against the beliefs of the church,
and they may also not truthfully respond to questions for fear of their identities being
revealed, and their faith is challenged.
Delimitations
This study is delimited to students at two faith-based Seventh-day Adventist
institutions. By focusing on these denominational universities, this study may have shed
light on other Protestant, faith-based universities.
Summary
This study explored the ever-growing wave of diversity at two Seventh-day
Adventist universities in North America and students’ perceptions of Diversity, Equity,
and Inclusion at these universities. It also intended to determine the impact Diversity,
Equity, and Inclusion had on students’ collegial relationships and their academic abilities.
Organization of the Study
This study is organized into five chapters: Chapter 1 provided the background of
the problem, statement of the problem, the purpose of the study, conceptual framework,
research questions, significance of the study, assumptions and delimitations, definition of
terms, and the organization of the study. Chapter 2 explores the historical context of
American society and the American education system. Additionally, it contains a review
of the related literature on diversity, equity, and inclusion in higher education and their
relationship to collegial relationships and academic abilities of college students enrolled
at higher education institutions.
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Chapter 3 describes the methodology used in this study, which consists of a
quantitative non-experimental design that uses a canonical correlational method that is
cross-sectional. In the sampling process and population included in the study, the
methodology—research questions, research design, instrumentation, data collection
procedures, administration of data collection, and data analysis. Chapter 4 presents the
data collection, the data analysis, the statistical analysis, the results of the study, and
tables that demonstrate the relationship between the variables. Chapter 5 provides a
summary of the analysis of the findings on how the participants’ perceptions of diversity,
equity, and inclusion in the campus climate impact their collegial relationships and
academic abilities. My study concludes with recommendations on the implications for
further study and seeks to contribute to the ongoing conversation of research and current
theory by integrating the results of the study.
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CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction
This review of literature addresses factors contributing to the evolution of a need
for diversity, equity, and inclusion in higher education. The chapter is divided into five
major sections: (a) overview, (b) the history of American higher education, (c) the history
of diversity, equity, & inclusion initiatives, (d) the campus climate, and (d) theoretical
considerations. Attention is given to the history of American higher education as a whole;
therefore, a detailed timeline from the mid-1700s through the 21st century provides a rich
background for DEI on higher education campuses. In addition, this chapter reviews how
the use of a campus climate survey can prove to be a useful tool in gathering data and
providing reports that can serve as a tool for leaders to better understand DEI concerns on
campuses.
The review of literature serves as the foundation of this study. By understanding
the historical perspective of DEI in public institutions of higher learning, private—
specifically Seventh-day Adventist—higher education institutions can achieve the same
purpose by providing a tool that can be used and will ultimately allow every student to be
given a voice and anonymously share their perspectives on DEI.
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Overview
As history will show, the American education system was not created equally (A.
Harris, 2021). The 21st century has produced a unique collection of varying ethnicities,
religions, cultures, and ideologies (Chávez et al., 2003) across college campuses. This
unique collection, in turn, produced campuses of individuals that are comprised of race
(ethnicity), gender (female is the minority), sexual orientation—lesbian, gay, bi-sexual,
transgender, queer, intersex, a-sexual, pansexual, kink, & + (LGBTQIA+), religious
affiliation, veteran status, disabilities, and international status, who bring with them every
part of who they are in creating the campus climate (Chávez et al., 2003; Jones, 2018;
Rankin & Reason, 2005; Smith et al., 1997; Williams & Clowney, 2007).
This ever-growing wave of diversity embedded in higher education (hooks, 1989)
creates an undeniable existence of a need to develop multicultural competencies (Barr &
McClellan, 2018; Banks, 2015; Pope & Reynolds, 1997; Solorzano et al., 2017) that
provide proper structuring and guidance on the topic for faculty, staff, students, and even
administrators (Ibarra, 2001). It is paramount that the structuring and guidance provided
do not occur by happenstance but must be developed in a strategic manner. Educators
must encourage students to identify and dissolve social inequities (Ladson-Billings,
2021), but they must first be able to recognize them themselves.
A campus climate survey would be the ideal tool to identify social inequities and
classify the needs of marginalized groups on college campuses in the 21st century
(Cantor et al., 2019; W. Harris, 2017; Harrison, 2016). Although necessary and urgent,
the need for a campus climate survey stemmed from the inevitability of creating a diverse
campus climate that embraced the myriad of diverse students embedded on the higher
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education campuses. However recent this may appear, the need to assess the climate
began much earlier than the 21st century (Smith et al., 1997). As a matter of fact, a rather
stereotypical hypothesis seems to have held true even in the nascence of American
education: follow the money trail, and one will find who truly benefited from the
education system in America.
Higher education institutions with the most money tended to have been those with
the fewest number of minorities (A. Harris, 2021). These same institutions were the ones
that offered prestige and the best services. Minority students (Native Americans and
enslaved African Americans) were never intended to be included in the fabric of those
institutions (J. D. Anderson, 1997; Carlton, 2020; Clay, 1886; Craig et al., 2018; Doyle,
1962; Fee, 1891; Fisher, 1996; Freedman, 1999; Fried, 2020; A. Harris, 2021; Jordan,
2016; Lovett, 2011; Meredith, 2019; Rush, 1791; Sears; 1987). The goal of the founding
fathers was to groom good citizens (Dockery, 2012) for society and unite the citizens of
the new nation. Over time, it became necessary to revisit the definition of the coinage
good citizens. Who were the citizens? What roles did they play in society? How did their
roles impact the greater good?
The History of American Higher Education
The Mid-1700s through 1790
From the time African slaves were first brought to America, it was understood
that they were here for one sole purpose: to lessen the shortage of laborers needed to
build the new colonies (Ponti, 2019). They were not viewed as human beings, and they
most certainly were not viewed as citizens. By the time the mid-1700s arrived, enslaved
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people were still property that was not to be educated. In fact, in 1740 and 1759, South
Carolina and Georgia passed laws against teaching an enslaved person how to read and
write (Clay, 1886). While several penalties were levied for teaching slaves to read and
write, states such as Alabama and North Carolina banned educating enslaved people
completely (A. Harris, 2021). These penalties, fines, and bans were the very things that
fed enslaved people’s desires to learn even more. They were determined not to allow
irrational restrictions to prevent them from becoming educated. This initial degree of the
implementation of laws and fines paints a lucid image of how the first minorities were
not given any opportunities to learn, let alone equally proportionate opportunities.
By 1790, several colleges sprang up throughout the nation, but the country faced a
dilemma. Citizens were not happy (A. Harris, 2021), and there seemed to be a lack of
unity; the founding fathers, George Washington, Benjamin Rush, Thomas Jefferson, and
James Madison, sought to create this unity through education. They envisioned the
American higher education system as a place to groom ideal citizens for society.
Moreover, they wanted to find a way to unite the citizens of the new nation (A. Harris,
2021).
This sounded like an opportunity to have all citizens receive equal opportunities,
as well as equal education—or any at all. At the time, the U.S. Census categorized
citizens as free White females and males, while Black people were categorized as slaves
(Karklis & Badger, 2015). Disappointedly, these citizens were not an all-inclusive
conglomerate of Native Americans, African enslaved people, and White people. They
were White men. But all the founding fathers did not agree on this education of White
men only (A. Harris, 2021). Benjamin Rush believed women should also be educated.
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They would be educated in housekeeping and sewing. While this was a step in the right
direction for the inclusivity of women, it must be highlighted for what it truly was, a
graduated ploy to keep women skilled in taking care of the family. American education
still failed to include everyone.
The Educational Shift between the 1800s and 1900s
As the nation progressed, its desire to become more independent in its operations
did as well. The War of 1812 proved the breaking point where America wanted to be rid
of the British hand that still held an overarching grasp over it. Causes for the war are
cited as “British attempts to restrict U.S. trade, the Royal Navy’s impressment of
American seamen and America’s desire to expand its territory” (Onion et al., 2021, para.
1). Ironically enough, the causes for the War of 1812 were akin to the restrictions placed
on enslaved people. The very oppression American citizens sought to be released from
was the same oppression uniformly placed on African slaves. Napoleon Bonaparte and
Great Britain did not desire to see America advance, so they cut off supplies, placing a
strain on America’s trade system (Onion et al., 2021). America imposed the same kinds
of restrictions on enslaved Africans’ learning and education.
Additionally, the Royal Navy’s impressment of American seamen was no
different from America’s storming African villages and ships to force Africans to leave
everything they knew and become slaves who were not treated as citizens. The causes of
the War of 1812 reveal one more devastating parallel: The Battle of Tippecanoe. The
Battle of Tippecanoe caused Native Americans to seek the assistance of the new
American’s ancestral rule, the British government, because Native Americans did not
want to be forced out of their homes. They surmised it would be an ideal scenario to gain
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support from the enemy’s enemy. By and large, this is one of the most pivotal parallels
because it further highlights the pronounced flaws of early America. Everything it fought
to gain freedom from, it practiced. Early America enslaved Africans and forced them
from their homes and families, and now they were being prevented from obtaining an
education by way of imposing fines and punishment.
After the war, new colleges were still being erected all over the country. Between
the periods of 1828 and 1835, slaveholders were not all on the same page regarding who
should attend these colleges. The definition of citizen was evolving, and restrictions
against enslaved people were lessened in some parts of the country (A. Harris, 2021).
Some slaves were even freed and sought educational opportunities. This was a precursor
to the belief that Black people needed to be educated to help other Black people.
This education of Black people began in 1835. Oberlin College became the first
college to openly admit students from diverse ethnicities without restrictions because the
founders believed freed Black people were highly instrumental in aiding and educating
other Black enslaved people (Shipherd, 1835). This need to educate Black people, for
them to educate other Black people, was becoming a trend that ultimately led to the
creation of the first historically Black college or university (HBCU) (Cheyney University,
n.d.). Still following lockstep with history, this appeared to be a grand step in the
direction of righting history, but there were still enslaved people who were not allowed
access to education.
By the 1850s, education was experiencing another shift. Prior to 1850, colleges
were created for soldiers, lawyers, clergymen, and doctors (A. Harris, 2021); however,
half the American workforce was comprised of farmers (Associated Press, 1988) in need
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of education. As a result, agricultural colleges were created, and sellable land was
allocated to each state to fund these colleges (James, 1910). Moreover, the grant would
create schools that taught classical, agricultural, and military education. This appeared to
be yet another monumental step forward in the history of education. However, colleges
became more exclusive and harder to gain admission.
Although colleges were becoming more exclusive, women fought to solidify their
place in the college setting. They were faced with resistance from the colleges and
students. Like women, Black people encountered difficulties gaining and keeping
admission to college. In 1850, three Black students were admitted into Harvard Medical
School, and their admission was immediately rescinded due to the protests of White
students and parents (Carlton, 2020; Titcomb, 2021). States even banned Black education
in the Virginia Code of 1819 (Goodell, 2006). After this banning, students of color were
eventually allowed into colleges, but meritocracies were created as another measure to
maintain an exclusive atmosphere.
Throughout the 1860s, several monumental events occurred that were precursors
to Black people receiving education. The first military post for Black soldiers was
established, and the children of these soldiers needed education and equal rights.
Integrating schools was also important in order for White children to see that living in a
society and interacting with Black people was right (Fairchild, 1870; Fee, 1891).
While the North was attempting to push the idea of integration, the South did not
readily accept the land-grant idea. White parents feared sending their children to The
University of Mississippi because Black students might be in attendance (Noel, 1961;
Power & Barksdale, 1870). They gained a bit of relief after the Clarion published the
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following statement: “Should the applicant belong to the negro race, we should, without
hesitation, reject him” (Weekly Mississippi Pilot). Faculty even threatened resignation if
applications were accepted by Black people. The bottom line was White leaders were
willing to do (as stated) anything it took to prevent Black people from enrolling in their
schools.
This was another disparagement of the growth and progression that had been
made thus far in the educational revolution for minorities. Black men had been enrolled
in Northern colleges and graduated, women were allowed to be schooled for specific
areas, and even military soldiers were being educated. After all these monumental
landmarks demonstrated minorities could be educated, Mississippi feared for their
children’s lives, and White leaders were complicit in accepting these unfounded fears and
promoting blockades for minority education.
As the 1870s approached, no one could have imagined the impactful piece of
legislation that would pass. Scientific and industrial education was introduced, and
committee men vehemently objected to the building of the host of agricultural and
mechanical colleges that were being built in several states. They did not believe it was
fair for new colleges to receive such a large endowment of land and money. They,
themselves, argued that these “fledgling” colleges could not provide more of a benefit
than the already established colleges. They deemed the land grants discriminatory (True,
1924), and Charles Eliot, the president of Harvard, and James McCosh, the president of
Princeton, indicated these colleges were “not accomplishing so great a good” that they
should be allowed to receive so much funding (A. Harris, 2021). This was overt
discrimination.
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Soon after, the Civil Rights Act of 1875 prevented racial discrimination in public
places. This was vehemently protested. This would mean that schools would have to
consider how they operated, forcing the desegregation of Black students and White
students. The Democrat Redeemers did not agree with this and launched a “White
revolution” (A. Harris, 2021) and decided to rid Congress of the Republicans and Black
elected officials. Additionally, monies that had been promised to the land grant colleges
were being cut and even eliminated in some cases (A. Harris, 2021). The state and federal
governments began taking a variety of overtly racist measures to prevent Black students
from obtaining a quality education, catapulting the disparity in educating White students
versus Black students.
Problems trailing into the early 1800s grew more and more commonplace. The
one integrated school that was intended to be the model of an integrated school system
that could actually work was experiencing unpredictable complications because students
and parents did not like the idea of Black students eating with White students (A. Harris,
2021). Here is another example of regression and clear discrimination that highlighted the
stark realities minorities faced.
In the late 1800s, the Supreme Court ruled that the Civil Rights Act of 1875 was
unconstitutional, causing the seemed progression to fall backward again, and by the late
1880s, White students moved off campus because they did not want to room with Black
students. This initiated a bill to pass allowing states to operate separate colleges for Black
students, later called historically black colleges and universities (HBCUs). Separate but
equal was now on paper. Ultimately, this was an act that was supposed to be a positive
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stride in the right direction, indirectly creating a documented division of races in the
education system.
Other land-grant colleges outside the South followed the law and accepted Black
students, and they did not allow Black students to be segregated from White students. As
1892 approached, tensions were high regarding race because more terminology had been
developed about who was considered Black or White. Oddly enough, there was a racial
caste system in Louisiana that promoted colorism that assigned levels of Blackness to
Black people, depending on the percentages of Black that was in them. America, at the
time, adhered to the social construct of a person being Black if he had one drop of Black
blood (A. Harris, 2021) in his ancestry.
Homer Plessy was their test case. He was an octoroon—of one-eighth Black
ancestry (Octoroon, n.d.). Plessy purchased a first-class rail ticket from New Orleans to
Covington, Louisiana. He sat next to White passengers and was questioned about his
race. He and the Committee knew he would be arrested, so they planted a private
detective as the arresting officer. When the conductor asked him if he was a colored man,
Plessy said he was. He was immediately arrested. He confessed to having violated the
Separate Car Act. This was significant to education because prior to the new definitions
of what it meant to be “coloured”; no one had considered whether students who had both
Black and White blood in them should be admitted into colleges.
As a result, in 1896, Tourgée argued the Plessy case indicating the Separate Car
Act violated the first four clauses of the Fourteenth Amendment. In short, the
Amendment states all persons born or naturalized in the U.S. are citizens of the U.S.; no
laws shall be made or enforced which abridge the privileges of U.S. citizens; no person
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shall be deprived of life, liberty, or property; and no person shall be denied the equal
protection of the law (U.S. Const. art. XIV, §1-4). Justice Harlan was the only dissenter
in the court’s decision. The other justices believed Black people were at fault for feeling
they were deemed inferior (Plessy v. Ferguson). Justice Henry Billings Brown further
asserted social prejudices would be overcome and equal rights would be secured by
“natural affinities” instead of government force (Plessy v. Ferguson).
This was another overt solidification of the separate but equal doctrine. Harlan’s
dissent, however, emphasized the law being colorblind. He believed the Constitution
made it clear that there is no one dominating ruling class (Plessy v. Ferguson). He
recognized civil rights were guaranteed by the law and further explained how both races
(Black and White) were inextricably linked and personal feelings of hatred toward a race
should not dictate the law (Plessy v. Ferguson). The Plessy v. Ferguson decision
triggered schools to bar interracial education (Plessy v. Ferguson). This was proving to
be a bad finale to the 19th century. But it only got more interesting.
By 1899, the future governor of Mississippi expressed his belief that Negros
should not advance because their advancement only created problems and said those who
were educated were sly and sneaky in their careers (J. D. Anderson, 1997). Even the
Black educated were beginning to debate how Black people should be educated. Some
thought the foundation should begin with elementary and industrial education, while
others argued for more practical ways of education through daily living and trades
(Washington, 1896). While both sides were attempting to navigate how each race should
advance, White schools began going on strike and barring Black student admissions
altogether. The unspoken acts of segregation were now law. Bills were passed that made
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it illegal to operate an institution that enrolled Black and White students together, instruct
in any school of this design, or attend classes where Black people were in the same place
as White people (Jordan, 2016). Anyone caught doing any of the offenses would be fined.
The 1900s
By the early 20th Century, the attempt for equal access was provided through
financial aid. This aid was made available by the federal government, and colleges and
universities had to decide which students to allow admission. In 1939, the U.S. Supreme
Court reviewed some of its cases, as was customary. The University of Missouri’s
lawyers argued that Black students actually had an advantage over White students, as
they received a larger stipend for being out-of-state residents (Stokes, 1938). The court
voted 6-2 that Missouri was in violation of its duty to protect its citizens. This was a win
for Black students, or so they thought. Because the court did not explicitly stipulate that
The University of Missouri had to admit Black students, it left a loophole. The loophole
indicated the school had to admit Black students if there were no other options.
Immediately, a bill was passed that said Missouri would create graduate classes at
Lincoln College instead of admitting Black students to The University of Missouri. This
created an unlikely scenario where students were forced to attend classes that were
hastily thrown together and not of a quality caliber because funding was already a
problem at Lincoln (“Bill to Raise,” 1939).
What Missouri was saying is it could create equal caliber courses at Lincoln for
Black people like the ones at The University of Missouri that had been established and
funded through the Morrill land grant for the past 60-plus years. The court knew this was
absurd and reversed its decision, indicating the Black students must be admitted to The
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University of Missouri if Lincoln was not of equal caliber to The University of Missouri.
In one instance where a Black student had been accepted, he never attended classes
during the upcoming semester. Ultimately, he went missing and was never heard from
again.
There was a clear problem with the education system, especially if people were
willing to take measures like erasing a potential student from society. Consequently,
President Harry Truman commissioned a six-volume report to analyze the education
infrastructure. The results were shocking: Black adults 25 and older averaged 5.7 years of
education; White adults averaged 8.8 years. Eighty-two percent of White adults had
completed seventh grade, while only 36 percent of Black adults had (United States
President’s Commission). As a result, the U.S. declared America was failing its Black
students, and this was problematic. Roughly 75,000 students were Black of the 2,300,000
students in America (U.S. President’s Commission).
Regardless of the President’s report, colleges were still finding ways to
circumvent the admission of Black students into their programs. A few were admitted,
and these admissions paved the way for a real change in the American education system
and Black people. They also paved the way for Brown v. Board of Education. The ruling
by the U.S. Supreme Court established racial segregation in public schools as
unconstitutional. It highlighted the inequality of schools, but it did not mark noticeable
changes. Bell (2004) goes as far as to say the decision was more symbolic than real. Here
was another example of blatant disregard for the law equating to blatant discrimination.
Immediate changes were not made, and marginalized students still faced insurmountable
challenges.
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Black students had outdated materials and textbooks that created a larger disparity
in learning. However, 1950 and the years that followed were showing themselves to be
significant improvements in how minorities were treated in the American education
system.
One attempt for equal access was provided through financial aid. This aid was
made available by the federal government, and colleges and universities had to decide
which students to allow admission. Black students continued to seek admission into
colleges, but colleges became more exclusive and harder to gain admission. Soon,
women fought to solidify their place in the college setting, but they too faced resistance
from the colleges and students.
From 1951 to 1959, the American education system still ostensibly made great
strides in the right direction for minority students. The 1960s quickly approached, and
those seemingly great strides regressed. In 1961, Kennedy’s executive order questioned
employment opportunities for all Americans. He believed people should be treated fairly
in the private as well as the public sector. This allowed federal funding for public higher
education institutions that did not discriminate based on race. Kennedy also signed
Executive Order 10925—Affirmative Action. This term was now officially adopted by
the U.S. government. Affirmative action policies were created to combat attempts to keep
minorities from gaining access to exclusive higher education institutions, but wealthy
White males still held the majority position at colleges (Carlton, 2020).
Black students attempted to enroll anyway. False allegations and charges were
conjured to prevent Black students from successfully enrolling. Black students were even
imprisoned and branded with criminal records. White people who opposed Black
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students’ admission were even prepared to take up arms to defend states like Mississippi
and show the world how far they were willing to go “to stay White” (A. Harris, 2021;
“Rights Party Chief Offers,” 1962).
The insurrection at the U.S. capital on January 6, 2021, was nothing short of a
reenactment of what took place on September 20, 1962, as a Black man attempted to
enter the college campus to which he had been granted admission. The South was
prepared to take drastic measures to prevent Black students from enrolling in their
colleges (A. Harris, 2021). Meredith and 25 federal marshals were encountered by nearly
3,000 protestors that were on the verge of an insurrection (A. Harris, 2021; Sitton, 1962).
Threats of shooting (Doyle, 1962), burning down dorms, attacks with rocks and bottles
(Roberts & Klibanoff, 2006), and the killing of a reporter was the result. Here was
another disastrous example of the measures White people would take to prevent minority
students from receiving what was granted by the U.S. Constitution. Although the physical
war was over at The University of Mississippi, Black students still suffered educational
discrimination. This type of educational insurrection was later explored and explained as
fear inciting the kind of animalistic behavior exercised by the mob at The University of
Mississippi.
Craig et al. (2018) examined this fear. In managing diversity in institutions of
higher learning, they examined the literature on demographic, economical, and
educational perspectives. Their research explored concerns regarding majority status in
society and the fear of the majority losing this status. The higher education system was
designed for the majority status to create educated persons (outside of the home) who
came from wealthy families and could afford to attend school and not work (Carlton,
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2020). These persons were Christian White males who would graduate according to their
families’ ranking in society (Carlton, 2020). Upon completion of college, the Christian
White males were expected to practice law, medicine, or church work (Carlton, 2020;
Dockery, 2012). These future professions broke ground in college classrooms across the
United States and abroad. Harvard College law carried this tradition for 121 years of only
graduating these newly trained White male professionals (Carlton, 2020). If White males
did not come from affluent families, they were unable to afford the tuition and had to
work while attending school.
The research by Craig et al. (2018) suggested a growing fear in the dominant
group of Americans towards minority groups. The fear was that minorities would
somehow take control of the nation and be in power. This fear produced the unfounded
theory that minority groups were a threat and should be defended against. “In-group
protectiveness” and “out-of-group-antagonistic attitudes” are often the results of these
groups. When majority groups establish these kinds of defenses, economic structuring
becomes a target, and phantom problems exist (Craig et al., 2018). Minorities, women,
and inferior groups inescapably get trapped in a web of not getting paid equally, which
recycles back to the concept of the need for affirmative action.
Comparatively, Borman and Pyne (2016) introduced the concept of stereotype
threat—the apprehension that individuals experience when confronted with a personally
relevant stereotype that threatens their social identity or self-esteem (Steele & Aronson,
1995)—and America would be in a much better place today with diversity relations if
people had been introduced to this concept earlier. Because of social media and
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information technology, stereotype threat and other diversity and inclusion issues that
occur today would not be as prevalent (Borman & Pyne, 2016).
After the 1950s, the civil rights movement began to grow increasingly stronger,
and improving education for African Americans became one of the major goals of the
movement (Banks, 2015). More specifically, the goal was to shift the discrimination
paradigm in public schooling with hopes that schools would provide more balanced
curricula. The hopes were that the balanced curriculum would mirror the history, culture,
experiences, and perspectives of African Americans (Banks, 2015; Gay, 2018; LadsonBillings, 2021; Mohatt & Erickson, 1981). Because these changes were so hurried,
courses were offered in colleges and named ethnic studies courses. They were not offered
as mainstream courses; they were offered as electives. This resulted in students who
ethnically identified with the content taught being the main students enrolling in the
courses. There was still a problem. The aim of creating the courses was supposed to be to
provide an understanding of the marginalized groups.
As education began to shift, other marginalized groups, such as gays and lesbians
and disabled individuals, began to demand the same access and become more vocal
concerning their rights (Banks, 2015). They highlighted the need for more emphasis on
human rights and less discrimination. Race, culture, language, gender, and disability had
caused students to be treated differently, and they had often been denied equal
educational opportunities.
In the 1970s, another concern in education emerged. Students of color were being
overly diagnosed with learning disorders and mental disabilities (Bekele, 2019). They
were separated from other students. Students with physical disabilities were also
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separated from mainstream students and placed into non-inclusive learning environments.
This was deemed an inequitable practice and resulted in The Education for All
Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (PL. 94-142). It was against the law to separate
learners because of ability or a lack thereof.
Similarly, the idea of access was brought to light. Students with disabilities would
not be educated in what became known as the least restricted environment and would be
taught in the same classrooms as mainstream students if this was determined as their best
learning environment (Banks, 2015). Educators were expected to make accommodations
for these students, so they would be able to learn with the other students. This act of
equitability made a clear distinction that equality and equitability are not the same and
must not be treated the same. This act was later changed to the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) in 1990, and it culminates tireless hours of fighting for
the rights of people with disabilities to have a “free appropriate public education” (PL.
108-466, Sec. 601[d]).
American Education in the 21st Century
While diversity is actively encouraged in today’s colleges as diversity increases in
society, students still struggle to find the balance of college affordability and functioning
in their daily lives with work and everyday priorities. These marginalized students face
the burden of dealing with educational systems that privilege one group over others.
Tuition costs continue to rise while financial aid remains stagnant (Carlton, 2020). The
college graduation disparity between rich and poor students has broadened, causing lowincome students to be least likely to finish their degrees (Carlton, 2020). Then they are
forced to repeat the cycle that American society has always perpetuated.
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This clone of American society is depicted in higher education institutions. Each
student who enters the doors of a college has an already developed context that aligns
with all the experiences they have encountered in daily life. They have developed a social
identity for who they are, what they represent, what they believe, and what they stand for
(Patton et al., 2016). These social identities are what make each student unique (in their
own right) and what sparks conversations relational to diversity, equity, and inclusion.
Exploring and understanding diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI) in higher
education has been somewhat complex because those involved in the work of higher
education are unable to fully quantify what DEI efforts should entail and how to keep
these efforts relevant (Brown, 2021, Gardner, 2021; Gasman, 2014; Harper & Hurtado,
2007; Jaschick, 2015; Núñez et al., 2016). This is a significant problem because
developing and implementing a strategic plan for higher education DEI initiatives could
ultimately lead to a scenario where titular temporal solutions occur that quickly result in
underdeveloped plans soon resting in a dark corner of cyberspace because budget cuts
placed them there (Brown, 2021; Clark, 2011).
Recent data show that student populations are becoming more and more diverse
as the number of minority students expecting to enroll in college is increasing (Adedoyin,
2021), so it becomes paramount that DEI is concretely defined and assessed for
specificity and clarity. Because these plans are hurried (Banks, 2015), they become
incidental ‘fixes,’ as they only resolve the issue of verbal accountability. This verbal
accountability only serves the purpose of checking an item off a list. Chávez et al. (2003)
suggest educators and all of those who work within this realm must learn and choose to
validate “those who are other” (p. 457) and otherness within ourselves. This concept
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cannot simply be reactive; it must be proactive. It must be explored and developed into a
strategic plan before a problem with discrimination occurs.
For effectiveness to be the result, this diverse context must be communicated,
taught, modeled, and led. A merging of culture and education is ideal (Boykin, 1994;
Duran et al., 2020; Flippo et al., 1997; Gay, 2018; Museus et al., 2017; Pai, Adler, &
Shadiow, 2006; Spindler & Spindler, 1993). Boykin (1994) believed “there ha[d] to be a
profound and inescapable cultural fabric of the schooling process in America” (p. 244).
The one that currently exists is primarily comprised of European and middle-class origins
and is deemed normal. Erickson (2010) further suggests:
In a sense, everything in education relates to culture—to its acquisition, its
transmission, and its invention. Culture is in us and all around us, just as we breathe.
In its scope and distribution, it is persona, familial, communal, institutional, societal,
and global. Yet culture as a notion is often difficult to grasp. As we learn and use
culture in daily life, it becomes habitual. Our habits become for the most part
transparent to us. Thus, culture shifts inside and outside our reflective awareness. We
do not think much about the structure and characteristics of culture as we use it, just
as we do not think reflectively about any familiar tool in the midst of its use. (p. 35)
Because the state of culture in higher education is not stagnant but rather
complex, dynamic, and fluid (Wurdeman-Thurston & Kaomea, 2015), educational
institutions must also shift with the culture. Quite a few college students are not prepared
for the job market upon completion of their degrees, and Robert Fried (2020) of Inside
Higher Ed argues the most challenging and the most critical thing is attempting to
empower students to want to gain knowledge, take that knowledge and seek employment,
and ultimately apply their knowledge and skills to their new career. Part of being able to
complete this exercise of extrinsic motivation successfully is considering a student’s
context and their different types of capital (economic, social, and cultural). When
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students’ initial context is one that places them into an inherited marginalized group, they
already begin the journey with a deficiency in knowledge and experience.
Even with the negative stigmas attached, college populations are continuously
increasing in diversity. Ben Dedman (2019) reports a high increase in the number of
Hispanics enrolling in college. “For Hispanics in 2017, each 10-year age cohort had
higher rates of college attainment than the next-oldest group” (Espinosa et al., 2019, p. 4,
as cited in Dedman, 2019). His report further outlined how the student minority
population increased from 1997 to 2017 to include a multitude of ethnicities and an
increase in traditional college students. Lastly, Dedman (2019) specifically highlights
Black students. They have the “lowest persistence rates, highest undergraduate dropout
rates, highest borrowing rates, and largest debt burdens of any group” (Espinosa et al.,
2019, p. 6, as cited in Dedman, 2019). While marginalized groups are now able to attend
college, they accrue situational roadblocks that lead to an incapability of paying back
their college debt. This leads to them having to take jobs that can pay the bills
immediately and often while they are still enrolled in college.
Consequently, knowing and understanding what types of students are enrolled in
college and what their potential situations might be helps administrators, faculty, and
staff develop programs, course offerings, electives, and so much more that can help
marginalized students’ collegial relationships and academic abilities (Silver Wolf et al.,
2017). Moreover, the higher education institution could be better equipped to provide an
inclusive education with access that includes a multiplicity of learners. A campus climate
survey can help administrators gauge what kinds of students are entering the doors of the
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university as well as other pertinent information to rewrite the narrative that resides in the
dark history of DEI in higher education.
History of Diversity, Equity, & Inclusion Initiatives
DEI is something that directly or indirectly affects everyone on college campuses
all over the nation. Early DEI initiatives were pioneered by African Americans, LatinX
and Chicano/a Americans, Asian Americans, and Native Americans. Marginalized
Americans attempted to make their mark and let the majority population know they were
not leaving (Love, 2020). Places of employment were the springboard for these pioneers
to see a model that worked— the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC).
Once the EEOC made the idea of merging experiences, thoughts, and perspectives, the
education community saw an opportunity to transfer the same ideology to its campuses,
educators, and students.
Diversity, equity, and inclusion initiatives did not just become a matter of priority
in the 21st century. It just seems that these issues are more prevalent today because of
access to social media, the Internet, television, and other forms of communication. Long
before the 21st century, research studies explored and examined diversity issues in higher
education. Thomas Kuhn (1962) began developing a model that explored diversity.
Kuhn’s (1962) Diversity paradigm is a cornerstone representation of these assumptions
that were shaped into the diversity paradigm, which consists of two models: The
Affirmative Action and Equity Model. The Affirmative Action and Equity Model, along
with the Multicultural and Academic Diversity model, were both precursors for the
women’s rights movement. These models were used and still are thought to eliminate
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segregation and racial biases that prevented women and minorities from advancing both
academically and in the collegial employment sectors (Banks, 2015; Bonilla-Silva, 2010;
Ladson-Billings, 2021, Washington & Harvey, 1989).
Because the civil rights movement garnered a modicum of success, other
marginalized groups, such as women, acted quickly to eradicate discrimination against
them (Banks, 2015). Other marginalized groups demanded schools hire more educators
and administrators who looked like them—Black and Brown people (Banks, 2015; Gay,
2018). As a result of this push, schools rushed to accommodate the urgings of minority
groups (Banks, 2006). Leaders such as Betty Friedan and Gloria Steinem fought to
eliminate sex discrimination (Banks, 2015). Institutional sexism created restrictive
boundaries for women preventing them from pursuing opportunities in the workplace and
society. More specifically, women wanted equal wages for equal work, wanted to be
considered first-class citizens, and wanted to be hired in more leadership positions
(Banks, 2015). When it came to education, women wanted to see more female
administrators and wanted to see more textbooks that were reflective of the many
successes women had contributed to society, similar to what African Americans were
expecting (Banks, 2015; Gay, 2018).
Although affirmative action started out as workplace support, it ended up serving
as a student diversity support in higher education. The main reason for this is
marginalized groups began to see that they would never be able to achieve a variety of
their goals in life, and education was highlighted as one of the paramount goals (L. Wood
et al., 2016).
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In an earlier study of diversity in education, Dorothea Jean Yocom (1988)
examined the status of affirmative action on college campuses. In her evaluation, she
noted how affirmative action, at the time, was viewed as a “cop-out,” “reverse
discrimination,” and a “quota system” (p. 12). Yocom (1988), however, viewed
affirmative action as “an issue of social justice and higher education, through effective
leadership . . .” (Yocom, 1988, p. 14). Like Yocom (1988), Iyer-Raniga (2020) felt
diversity concerns evolved from a moral concern to a legal concern, and fair hiring
practices evolved into the exclusion of disabilities’ rights, race, gender, and minority
rights (Garces & Cogburn, 2016; Yocom, 1988). These concerns could easily be explored
using a campus climate survey that specifically addressed Iver-Raniga’s concerns.
Since Yocom’s (1988) affirmative action policies have been debated and
challenged regarding whether or not they accurately provide the best educational
experiences for students (Gurin et al., 2002), Jonathan Alger (1998), former counsel for
the American Association of University Professors, felt there was more to be researched
and understood as it related to affirmative action. He felt there was no true logistical
vision outlined that supported the idea that racial diversity benefits education.
Since then, numerous studies (Harrison, 2016; Jones, 2018; Mason, 2011; Murphy
& Zirkel, 2015; Patton et al., 2016; Quaye & Harper, 2015) have been conducted to argue
for the benefits of racial diversity and its impact on the world of academia. Alger’s belief
lends the idea that “educators must clarify the conceptual link between diversity and
learning . . .” (Gurin et al., 2002, p. 9). This diversity entails diversity in race, as well as
gender, culture, and religion, and the need to show how the inclusion of these elements in
the collegial environment is equitable, fair, and beneficial. Affirmative action’s more
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contemporary counterpart, multiculturalism, became another method for attempting to
permit the ‘other’ groups to be viewed as equals and a valued piece of the University’s
fabric (Bowman et al., 2014).
After the affirmative action movement, Multiculturalism emerged in the 1970s. It
began as support for community-based reconstruction, resurfaced in the 1980s with
humanities programs at colleges and universities, and in the 1990s, it “came to be
associated with reform of ‘racial inequalities within existing institutions”’ (Gordon &
Newfield, 1996, pp. 76–78). Urciuoli (1999) argued that culture is a “thing one has,”
while others argued culture is more nuanced (p. 287). Either way, cultural identity
encompasses a plethora of lifestyles and constructs of living and existing that cannot be
confined to a four-walled solid, opaque structure. In academia, multiculturalism is often
bottled into the previously mentioned structure type and viewed through the lens of
humanities programs that are comprised of language, literature, ethnic studies, and
women’s studies programs (Urciuoli, 1999). There must be a non-restrictive structure that
provides opportunities for the emergence and the passage of light to brighten paths for
growth, productivity, and societal development. Diversity and inclusion seemed doable,
but equity presented a more controversial implementation (Love, 2020).
Equity seemed to produce advantages to some while others did not receive equal
advantages. The meaning was misunderstood, and equity had to be explained as a means
of providing marginalized groups with an equal opportunity by placing them at a starting
point that might require giving more for them to meet the point of equality with others
(Love, 2020). Because of the addition of equity, DEI has not been easily quantified. A
2017 census projection indicates that by the year 2045, the nation will become “minority
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White,” comprising 49.7% of the population (Frey, 2018). Colleges must do something
now to ensure all students feel a sense of belonging (López et al., 2018; Sablan, 2019).
Campus climate surveys have been used in the past by multiple researchers
(Cantor et al., 2019; W. Harris, 2017; Harrison, 2016; Mason, 2011; Smith et al., 1997; L.
Wood et al., 2016). While this is not an exhaustive list, these researchers developed
instruments that were the foundation for the creation of the survey instrument for this
study. These surveys have proven to be valuable because they offer a medium in which
respondents are afforded the opportunity to express their opinions as they relate to the
campus climate. Similar campus climate surveys have been used by the federal
government and numerous institutions seeking to gauge the opinions of people who
frequent certain environments (L. Wood et al., 2016).
L. Wood et al. (2016) conducted a study that explored the origins, administration,
and analysis of campus climate surveys; who created them and for what purpose; what
the range of content and constructs measured were; and what the anticipated lessons
learned were from collecting this information from students. Their study concluded that
campus climate surveys serve the benefit of helping higher education leaders assess and
improve various programs on campus (L. Wood et al., 2016) that do or should address
diversity, equity, and inclusion. This study will use one that specifically addresses the
campus climate as it relates to diversity, equity, and inclusion. The survey identifies
factors that reflect a positive campus climate for diversity, equity, and inclusion and, in
turn, predicts outcomes for implementing a potentially agreeable campus climate.
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Campus Climate
To begin this study, an understanding of the foundational literature that discusses
higher education campus climates is necessary. The term campus climate seemingly
exists as an understood concept. However, this section seeks to define the key factors that
impact the campus climate.
Key components of the campus climate are defined by Peterson and Spencer
(1990) through an organizational lens and focus on “common patterns of important
dimensions of organizational life or its members’ perceptions of and attitudes toward
those dimensions.” Woodard and Sims (2000) define them as students’ perceptions of
their experiences in the classroom and outside of the classroom. Cress (2002) defines
them as students’ perceptions, attitudes, and expectations and their interpersonal
interactions. Peterson and Spencer’s (1990) definition highlights the objective climate,
the perceived climate, and the psychological or felt climate (Hart & Fellabaum, 2008).
Offering concrete indicators for campus climate provides for a more meaningful
connection to the factors that impact the campus climate. The literature, pivoting from the
key components of the campus climate, reveals five incremental elements that comprise
and impact the campus climate: respect, conflict, diversity engagement, diversity interest,
and diversity exposure (Calhoun, 2021; Campbell-Whatley et al., 2015). A campus
functions and exists through interactions and operations. Each interaction seeks to have a
mutual respect that exists within the objective campus climate. Respect has been a need
for marginalized groups throughout history.
Conflict exists on two levels in the perceived campus climate. The first is when
the objective interactions are not met with mutual respect. This, in turn, creates an
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immediate shift in the psychological or felt climate. The other level is the type of conflict
that arises because of different groups experiencing the values and intricacies of another
group. This kind of conflict creates learning opportunities for the groups that may not be
deeply rooted in the same thought systems to engage, explore, and learn more about one
another.
Diversity engagement, interest, and exposure exist in the perceived and
psychological climate, as these are elements desired and expected in the campus climate.
Diversity engagement is similar to conflict, but it differs in that it focuses on direct
experiences of harassment or language difficulty. There is a direct negative distinction
based on these two (Campbell-Whatley et al., 2015). This is seen when marginalized
groups are deemed different, and they ultimately endure psychological trauma because of
their perceived differences.
Simply put, diversity exposure propels students to reap the benefits of diverse
activities and programs on campus (Campbell-Whatley et al., 2015). When students see
programming that is familiar to their own cultural experiences and interactions, they feel
more welcomed and acclimate to the campus climate in a more positive way (Cabellon &
Ahlquist, 2016; Murphy & Zirkel, 2015).
Lastly, diversity interests extend beyond the social and interactive aspects of the
climate to what is actually offered inside of the classroom. Students desire to see
curricula include diversity (Campbell-Whatley et al., 2015).
One of the primary conversations in society relates to diversity. Diversity
concerns in the United States continue to grow (Craig et al., 2018), and the same holds
true for diversity concerns on college campuses (Cebellon & Ahlquist, 2016). Age,
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gender, ethnicity, religious association, and sexual identity have shaped the student body
for several decades (Buddey, 2011; Hendrickson et al., 2013). College campuses are mere
microcosms of the “real world.” When students step foot onto a college campus to attend
their first classes, they become part of a new reality; their social construct is possibly not
the same as what they were used to in their secondary years. In hopes of discovering
some sense of belonging and acceptance, students look for others who look like them,
think like them, and enjoy doing the same types of things they enjoy (Mayhew et al.,
2016; Murphy & Zurkel, 2015; Museus et al., 2017; Valentine et al., 2012).
Scholars examine the campus climate for categories that have evolved from mere
race-related climates (Parker et al., 2016; Solorzano et al., 2017) to lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender (LGBT) students (Chávez et al., 2003; Garvey et al., 2017; Jones,
2018; Tetreault et al., 2013) to disabled students (Harbour & Greenburg, 2017), students
from religious minority groups, international students (Griffin et al., 2016; Longerbeam
et al., 2013; Stebleton et al., 2014), and students with low socioeconomic backgrounds
(McKinney, 2005; Schuh et al., 2016). Murphy and Zirkel (2015) conducted an
experimental study and two longitudinal studies that attempted to prove negative
stereotyping and social identity threats are factors that influence students’ academic
aspirations, motivations to succeed, and their actual academic performance. Their study
found that students perform better when they belong. Their academic interests, plans,
goals, and performance increase (Cabellon & Ahlquist, 2016; Murphy & Zirkel, 2015).
Students are looking for others who look like them—a community. This sense of
belonging to a community helps students to acclimate to the campus climate and perform
better.
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Schuh et al. (2016) suggest that there are “similarities and distinctions” amongst
those who do not fit into the previously mentioned “sense of belonging communities” (p.
81) and identify with the marginalized groups. Since students are new to campus, they
tend to put their confidence in academic leaders and programming to provide
opportunities for them to have the best college experience (Patton et al., 2016). Colleges
are responsible for this assurance of providing moral and intellectual leadership for
matters of diversity (Wilson, 1985; Patton et al., 2016). Student affairs professionals,
specifically, are critical in setting the stage for student diversity and a welcoming campus
climate (Gatson Gayles & Kelly, 2007; Pope et al., 2004, Reason & Broido, 2005). To
ensure this, students, faculty, and staff (collectively) must understand and embrace the
differences of others while being made wholly aware of the advantages diversity has to
offer colleges (Hurtado, 2007; Valentine et al., 2012; Williams, 2007; Williams &
Clowney, 2007).
Education is not a “one-size-fits-all” or “cookie-cutter” formula (Camangian,
2015). Instead, it recognizes and embraces the differences in students and attempts to
accommodate these differences. Moreover, it attempts to highlight and promote these
differences in the classroom, during campus activities, and in every aspect of campus life.
Students do not suddenly become different people when they begin their collegial
journeys. Instead, they are gradually molded and shaped into modified versions of
themselves based on the enacted culture (Tierney, 1987). This culture becomes their new
culture, and it can prove to be healthy or detrimental. “Engaging campus diversity has
potential to foster cognitive development, critical thinking, perspective taking, and civic
engagement; however, without guidance and support, increases in campus heterogeneity
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will translate to hostility, tension, and greater distance between groups” (Schuh et al.,
2016, p. 84). Campus climate inventories provide a stepping-stone to guidance and action
steps, but concrete proof for this can be seen in previous studies that have yielded proven
results.
Theoretical Considerations
Tierney’s Enacted Culture
To better understand campus climate and how it plays an integral role in shaping
key elements of student progression and success in college, several theoretical
considerations were explored. Means and Pyne (2017) based their research on Tierney’s
(1987) concept of enacted culture. Like Tierney (1987), Means and Pyne’s (2017) work
sets the foundation for gauging the tenor of the campus climate. They focused on the
concept of “enacted” social environments regarding the implications for higher education
researchers and administrators. They explored three distinct factors—the difference
between objective and enacted environment, implications of an interpretive perspective
for researchers, and the perceptions associated with managing an institution in an enacted
environment. Tierney’s (1987) theory is significant because it denotes a couple of
thought processes, while Means and Pyne’s (2017) research further provides tools to aid
in exploring the impact the campus climate has on students’ overall experience and how
their collegial relations impact these experiences.
The first thought process reflects the idea that students perceive the campus
climate according to their own contextual reality. Their previous contextual environments
(historical traditions and individual perceptions) shape their understandings of every
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aspect of their collegial experience (Means & Pyne, 2017). Students’ perceptions of the
campus climate significantly define their experiences and expectations. The second
indicator reveals the idea that students’ interactions with others on campus are judged
based on the individual student’s present reality as well as the reality of the people with
whom the student comes into contact. In essence, students have a choice in whether they
choose to interact with the campus community. These interactions, or lack thereof, create
a ‘perceived’ environment. Means and Pyne’s (2017) use of Tierney’s (1987) theory is
relevant to this study of student perceptions of the campus climate because students’
‘perceived’ environments matter in understanding why they think and feel the way they
do. Students’ perceptions of the campus climate are instrumental in aiding in the
development of DEI programs that are beneficial to the administration in creating and
implementing these programs.
Allport’s Intergroup Contact Theory
Gordon Hodson, Richard Crisp, Rose Meleady, and Megan Earle explored the
specific impact of Contact from Gordon W. Allport’s (1954) Intergroup Contact Theory.
Hodson et al.’s (2018) research moved a step beyond Allport’s (1954) framing for
whether diversity is an actual ‘issue’ that needs recognition and ‘initiatives’ and
specifically answers the question of what Contact achieves. Allport’s (1954) theory does
not believe in the separation of diverse groups; conversely, it proposes that positive
effects exist when diverse groups interact with each other. He set out to prove that
desegregation was beneficial. Like Allport (1954), Hodson et al.’s (2018) study believed
contact, desegregation, was critical and saw value in assessing students’ perceptions of
the campus climate. Hodson et al. (2018) explored four similar areas: association,
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equality, interdependence, and overall university support. The subjects for their study
consisted of marginalized groups. Their findings indicated that students from diverse
backgrounds found that they were more alike with their counterparts than previously
conceived. Moreover, this exposure provided an added bonus of lifelong friendships.
Additionally, students experienced increased academic growth, and their critical thinking
skills were sharpened in the areas of democratic tactics (Hodson et al., 2018).
Allport’s work set the stage for other theorists and researchers, such as Astin’s
(1997) Theory of Peer-Group Effects (Peer-groups positively affect learning in higher
education), Gurin’s (1999) Diversity Interaction Theory, and Craig et al.’s (2018) theory
on Intergroup Attitudes & Behaviors. And Hodson et al. (2018) set the stage for SDA
institutions to explore how beneficial campus climate surveys can be in exploring the
need for diversity and contact to explore students’ perceptions of academic achievement.
Gurin’s Diversity Interaction Theory
The last theory that holds relevance to the campus climate study is Gurin’s theory.
According to W. Harris (2017) and Kilgo et al. (2019), Gurin (1999) successfully
developed a concept that highlighted scaffolding students’ diverse interactions. Gurin’s
(1999) diversity interaction theory coined the term effortful thinking, which
conceptualizes the idea of scaffolding student-thinkers from societal thinkers to conscious
thinkers to critical thinkers using the cognitive theory of learning and development.
Culturally and racially diverse collaboration aid is making this theory successful in
asserting effortful thinking (Gurin, 1999). Gurin et al. (2002) carried the research of
learning and development a step further and explored the idea of educators clarifying this
theoretical link between diversity and learning. Additionally, Gurin et al. (2002) felt
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compelled to provide research that supported this theory of whether diversity “contributes
to achieving the central goals of higher education” (p. 331). Gurin et al. (2002) developed
the approaches that prove a direct benefit of diverse student interactions—(a) student
assessments regarding the benefits of diverse interactions with peers, (b) faculty
assessments about the impact of diversity on student learning, (c) analyses of monetary
and non-monetary returns as a result of graduating from the diverse institution, and (d)
analyses of linking diversity experiences to educational outcomes (Gurin et al. 2002; W.
Harris, 2017; Kilgo et al., 2019).
Additionally, Gurin et al. (2002) advanced their research a bit further and
attempted to close the gap in identifying diverse groups. They heeded two landmark court
cases that seemed to leave important issues interpreted. In the case of Regents of the
University of California v. Bakke (1978), U.S. Supreme Court Justice Lewis Powell gave
his opinion regarding the need for diversity reform in higher education. He argued that
higher education is reliant upon ‘speculation, experimentation, and creation,’ elements
essential to higher education. Because the nation is full of diversity, students should be
exposed to diversity through ideas and mores. He believed this variety of ideas and mores
would enhance the nation. His ruling argued for the “essential[ity]” of diversity to
achieve the highest level of equality possible for quality education in institutions of
higher learning (Regents of the University of California v. Bakke, 1978, p. 2760). Having
a breadth of experience that extends well beyond individuals’ groups of identity provides
social capital that proves to be priceless. His ruling was a pivotal opinion that was not
immediately accepted, but it still set the main precedent for justifying affirmative action
and currently stands as the reigning judgment.
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Contrastingly, Hopwood v. the University of Texas (1996) produced an opposing
viewpoint to the alleged direct correlation between diversity and education in the dissent
of Bakke. This case denied any connected benefits to diversity and education. The
specific ruling articulated that using ‘race’ as a factor for admission was akin to using
student applicants’ blood types or physical size to determine eligibility for admissions
(Hopwood, 1996). As a result, several contradictory rulings were made. Smith v. The
University of Washington Law School (2001)—Bakke is still good law; Johnson v. Board
of Regents of The University of Georgia (2001)—diversity is not a compelling
governmental issue, but University’s admissions policy struck down for not tailoring their
language of admission to address racial issues specifically; Gratz v. Bollinger et al.
(2000)—diversity is a compelling governmental issue; Grutter v. Bollinger et al.
(2002)—educational benefits of diversity not a compelling state interest (Gurin et al.,
2002). Over the course of 6 years, the rulings vacillated, causing much ambiguity, and
Grutter v. Bollinger (2002) was appealed to the U.S. Supreme Court. This appeal set the
stage for others to make appeals to the U.S. Supreme Court.
Regents of the University of California v. Bakke (1978) and Hopwood v.
University of Texas (1996) prompted efforts of affirmative action and are still referenced
today. The reason Gurin et al. (2002) found them to be significant is they beg the
question of whether Bakke is still “good law” (p. 10). Race-sensitive admissions policies
have been and still are central to controversial discussions in higher education (Yocom,
1988; Smith et al., 1997; Mason, 2011). Carnevale et al. (2013) indicate the higher
education system. A race-conscious admission policy is proposed as a good way to
maintain diversity and cultivate it (Jayakumar & Garces, 2015).
54

In addition to Gurin et al. (2002), Smith et al. (1997) opened the door for newer
recognized forms of diversity that consisted of four dimensions: “access and success,
campus climate and intergroup relations, education and scholarship, and institutional
visibility and viability” (Mason, 2011, p. 21). Of the four, campus climate and intergroup
relations proved to have the most impact. This dimension explored the campus climate
and how outcast and underrepresented groups perceived it. These groups consisted of not
only traits of race and ethnic identity but also sexual identity, disability, and religious
affiliations (Smith et al., 1997).
Summary
This review of the literature was divided into five major sections: (a) overview,
(b) the history of American higher education, (c) the history of diversity, equity, &
inclusion initiatives, (d) the campus climate, and (e) theoretical considerations. Attention
was given to the history of American higher education with the goal of understanding all
the history that led to today’s ongoing DEI concerns. A detailed timeline from the mid1700s through the 21st century provided a rich background for understanding the
concerns with DEI in higher education. In addition, this chapter reviewed how the use of
a campus climate survey could prove to be a useful tool in gathering data and providing
reports that could serve as a tool for leaders to better understand DEI concerns on
campuses.
The review of literature served as the foundation of this study. By understanding
issues related to DEI in public institutions of higher learning, private—specifically
Seventh-day Adventist—higher education institutions can achieve the same purpose of
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providing a tool that ultimately allows every student to be given a voice to share their
perspectives on DEI anonymously.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY
Introduction
This study is comparative to Mason’s (2011) study, Campus Climate Survey. The
purpose of this study is to explore the campus climate at two Seventh-day Adventist
institutions of higher learning on Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion as perceived by
students. The study also intends to determine the impact that Diversity, Equity, &
Inclusion has on collegial relationships and the academic abilities of students. Lastly, this
study intends to add to previous research (W. Harris, 2017; Harrison, 2016; Mason, 2011;
Smith et al., 1997) by filling the disparity of comparing public institutions and omitting
the underrepresented private higher education institutions in the United States. Most
current studies of this nature focus solely on public institutions.
Research Design
A quantitative research design using descriptive statistics and regression analysis
was the most appropriate manner to examine the research questions. It is quantitative
because it is objective in measuring the relationship between DEI and its correlation with
students’ relationships and abilities. Since there is no direct action or intervention (no
controlled elements), it is non-experimental.
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Research Questions
1. What is the state of DEI on Seventh-day Adventist college campuses?
2. What are students’ perceptions of the campus climate regarding DEI and
Collegial Relationships?
3. What are students’ perceptions of the campus climate regarding DEI and
academic abilities?
Population and Sample
In the research design, the proposed sample consists of undergraduate and
graduate degree-seeking students enrolled in face-to-face and online classes in the spring
of 2022 from two selected Seventh-day Adventist universities in North America. Those
two institutions are not single-race campuses, but the exact amount of diversity is
expected to be revealed as a result of this study.
Description of the Sites
The total population of the two Seventh-day Adventist higher education
institutions in this study equals 5,078, but the required average of the number of students
necessary to sufficiently conduct the research equals 240, according to G-Power. The
ages of the students will vary because the targeted population consists of undergraduate
and graduate students.
The first institution is in the urban Southeast, with a population of 1,688 students.
It is comprised of 35.2% White, 30.3% Hispanic or Latino, 15.5% Black or African
American, 6.8% Asian, 6.7% Unknown, 2.9%, Multi-Ethnic, 2% International, 0.5%
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islanders (College Factual, 2022a). The survey was
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sent to 1,688 students. The second institution is in the rural Midwest, with a student
population of 3,390 students. Its demographic composition is 26.4% White, 19% Black or
African American, 16.3% Hispanic or Latino, 13.4% Asian, 3.5% Multi-Ethnic, 0.4%
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islanders, and 0.1% American Indian or Alaska Native
(College Factual, 2022b). The survey was sent to 3,061 students.
Sampling
For the research, an electronic survey was sent via emailed to approximately
5,078 undergraduate and graduate students enrolled at two Seventh-day Adventist
Universities in North America in the Spring 2022 semester. The email stated that their
participation was voluntary. The selection involved real-time situations and convenience.
The N population was the result of students’ willingness to participate. The first two
questions were qualifying questions that needed to be answered indicating whether the
students agreed to participate in this study to continue the survey and indicated which
university the student attended. This served as approved informed consent (Appendix B)
for each student.
Additionally, terms for compensation were embedded in the initial email and
Class Climate, and those who were interested in participating in the survey would be able
to read the purpose of this study as well as view the full terms of compensation for their
participation. Informed consent form links were sent to each institution in case there was
any situation that involved their participation in calculating the data in the future. The
survey instrument (Appendix A) that was created using Class Climate, a third-party host,
was web-based and housed on a secure server.
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Because the participants were human subjects and the information was potentially
sensitive (as it related to peoples’ personal perceptions of a societal taboo—diversity,
equity, and inclusion), participants were assured their responses were confidential and
complete accuracy was necessary. The data collected was accessible by the researcher
and stored in a secure electronic database not linked to the third-party host site.
Additionally, when the data was used for presentations, etc., participants’ names
remained anonymous, and the only demographic information that was presented was
information that the participants previously approved. Lastly, the researcher followed
safety, security, and confidentiality procedures according to the Institutional Review
Board (IRB) guidelines.
Variables
This study consisted of five primary variables: students’ perceptions of diversity,
students’ perceptions of equity, students’ perceptions of inclusion, students’ perceptions
of collegial relationships, and students’ perceptions of academic ability. This concept was
operationalized via the mean scores calculated from a 4-point Likert scale.
The survey instrument used was an adapted version of Mason’s (2011) Climate
Survey. This instrument originated from Caroline Sheldon’s (2001) Climate Survey,
which was used to survey students at Cypress College in 2000. The original survey was
designed with specificity to the students at Cypress College. The instrument measured the
campus climate in general, and survey responses were not examined with the intent of
analyzing the data to enact change (Mason, 2011). It was designed to leave room for
other researchers to measure more specific criteria for any campus climate. Questions
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were grouped into themes, unbeknownst to the participants, for the sake of effective
analysis. The themes consisted of the following: students’ academic ability, perceptions
of collegial relationships, perceptions of active multicultural support, perceptions of
multicultural inclusion, and perceptions of campus diversity.
The original inventory is comprised of 45 questions. For questions 1.1–2.29 and
5.1, answers of 3 or 4 will be reflective of a correlation between the first grouped set of
variables and the second set. Diversity was measured by computing the mean scores of
15 items. Questions 2.3–2.11, 2.27–2.29, 3.4, 4.1, and 5.1 are reflective of potentially
diverse practices. Equity was measured by computing the mean scores of five items.
Questions 2.19–2.21 and 3.1–3.2 are reflective of potentially equitable practices.
Inclusion was measured by computing the mean scores of 6 items. Questions 2.1–2.2,
2.16–2.17, and 2.22–2.23 are potentially reflective of inclusive practices. Collegial
Relationships was measured by computing the mean scores of 16 items. Questions 2.12,
2.18, 2.24–2.26, and 5.2–5.3 are potentially reflective of a correlation between DEI and
collegial relationships. Academic Ability was measured by computing the mean scores of
three items. Questions 2.13–2.15 are potentially reflective of a correlation between DEI
and academic abilities.
Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion
Collegial Relations
The conceptual definition of Collegial Relations refers to students’ perceived
notions of the social environment, feelings of exclusion or bias, and interactions with
others at the college (Mason, 2011). On a scale of 1 to 4, with 1 being STRONGLY
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DISAGREE and 4 being STRONGLY AGREE, participants will be asked to mark the best
answer that described or represented their opinion about statements that deal with
students’ perceptions of academic ability in order to define the instrumental definition.
The score was computed by calculating the mean score of the seven relevant items in the
survey (Questions 2.12, 2.18, 2.24–2.26, and 5.2–5.3).
Diversity
The conceptual definition of Diversity refers to a limitless construct that entails
differences in race (ethnicity), gender (female is the minority), and sexual orientation—
lesbian, gay, bi-sexual, transgender, queer, intersex, a-sexual, pan-sexual, kink, & +
(LGBTQIAPK+)—religious affiliation, veteran status, disabilities, and international
status (Jones, 2018; Rankin & Reason, 2005; Smith et al., 1997; Williams & Clowney,
2007). The instrumental definition again uses a Likert scale to determine on a scale of 1
to 4, with 1 being STRONGLY DISAGREE and 4 being STRONGLY AGREE to determine
the best answer that describes the participants’ opinion about a series of statements that
relate to students’ perceptions of diversity. The diversity score corresponds to the mean
score of 15 items pertinent to diversity on campus: Question 2.3–2.11, 2.27–2.29, 3.4,
4.1, and 5.1.
Equity
The conceptual definition of Equity refers to the idea of providing fair or
appropriate access to rights and privileges for people who represent known marginalized
groups (C. A. Anderson & Foster, 1964; Jones, 2018). On a scale of 1 to 4, with 1 being
STRONGLY DISAGREE and 4 being STRONGLY AGREE, participants were asked to
mark the best answer that described or represented their opinion about statements that
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dealt with students’ perceptions of academic ability to define the instrumental definition.
The operational definition requires computing the mean score of seven items (Questions
2.19–2.21 and 3.1–3.2), measuring students’ perceptions of collegial relations.
Inclusion
The conceptual definition of Inclusion refers to the idea that students feel
welcomed on campus and safe enough to share their experiences and learn from others.
On a scale of 1 to 4, with 1 being STRONGLY DISAGREE and 4 being STRONGLY
AGREE, participants will be asked to mark the best answer that describes their opinion
about statements that dealt with students’ perceptions of inclusion. There are seven items
on the survey that relate to students’ perceptions of inclusion: Questions 2.12, 2.18, 2.24–
2.26, and 5.2–5.3.
Academic Ability
The conceptual definition of Academic Ability refers to students’ aspirations,
motivations, and perceptions of personal performance in relation to other students
(Mason, 2011; Murphy & Zirkel, 2015). On a scale of 1 to 4, with 1 being STRONGLY
DISAGREE and 4 being STRONGLY AGREE, participants were asked to mark the best
answer that described or represented their opinion about statements that dealt with
students’ perceptions of academic ability in order to define the instrumental definition.
The operational definition requires calculating the mean score of the corresponding three
items in the questionnaire: Questions 2.13–2.15.
Collegial Relations
The conceptual definition of Collegial Relations refers to students’ perceived
notions of the social environment, feelings of exclusion or bias, and interactions with
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others at the college (Mason, 2011). On a scale of 1 to 4, with 1 being STRONGLY
DISAGREE and 4 being STRONGLY AGREE, participants will be asked to mark the best
answer that described or represented their opinion about statements that deal with
students’ perceptions of academic ability in order to define the instrumental definition.
The score was computed by calculating the mean score of the seven relevant items in the
survey (Questions 2.12, 2.18, 2.24–2.26, and 5.2–5.3).
Demographic Control Variables
Items 6.1–6.8 are all demographic questions and not Likert-scale questions. They
will gather demographic information and identify diverse groups that do not impact the
Likert scale. Besides DEI, the respondents were asked to provide school, gender, degree
status, ethnicity, veteran status, citizenship status, and campus residency. These variables
are included in the model because they were thought by previous studies to be predictive
of diversity, equity, and inclusion (Chávez et al., 2003; A. Harris, 2021; Jones, 2018;
Mayhew et al., 2016; Quaye & Harper, 2015; Rankin & Reason, 2005; Samura, 2016;
Scott & Siltanen, 2017; Smith et al., 1997; Williams & Clowney, 2007).
Data Analysis
The data will be analyzed using overall group statistics and individual segment
analysis based on demographic characteristics (merely to determine which groups took
answer the first research question, and regression analyses will be conducted to answer
the second and third research questions.
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CHAPTER FOUR
RESEARCH FINDINGS
Introduction
This chapter examines the data collected through the Class Climate electronic
survey. Tables and graphs show data from five groups: Diversity, Equity, Inclusion,
Academic Abilities, and Collegial Relationships. An electronic survey was sent to
approximately 5,080 undergraduate and graduate students enrolled at two Seventh-day
Adventist Universities in North America in the Spring 2022 semester. In the email
students received, it was stated that students’ participation was voluntary. Most students
answered all questions on the survey, but a small percentage left questions blank. It was
also observed that questions requiring a typed response were answered in detail at both
institutions.
Two hundred ninety students opened the survey. The first statement was a
qualifying statement and read as follows: “I have read the information in this consent
form, and I voluntarily agree to participate in this study.” It needed to be answered with,
“I accept to participate in this study” to continue the survey. Two hundred eighty-eight
(96%) of the students who opened the survey opted to participate in the study.
The second qualifying item was a question that asked, “Which university do you
attend?” Students had to check the box to indicate which university the student attends.
Even if students responded selected, “I decline to participate in the study,” they were still
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required to select which university they attended. One hundred sixty-three students were
from College A, and 127 students were from College B. The final sample size used for
data analysis consisted of 288 students in total.
Demographics and General Descriptive Findings
A summary of the demographic characteristics of the sample is displayed in Table
4.1. The total response rate was 96%. Of those who responded, n = 163 students (96%)
participated at college A, and n = 125 students (96%) participated at College B.
Of those responding to race/ethnicity, n = 64 (23%) were Hispanic, n = 1 (.4 %)
were American Indian/Alaskan Native, n = 32 (11.7%) were Asian, n = 56 (20.4%) were
Black or African American, n = 120 (43.8%) were Caucasian/White, n = 1 (.4 %) were
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, n = 28 (10.22%) were Multiple Race, n = 12
(4.4%) were Other, and n = 24 (8.8%) chose not to disclose. Fifteen responses (5.2%)
were missing.
There were fewer than 1% who identified as a veteran. Of those responding to
veteran status, n = 274 (.73%) were veterans. Out of 288 students, 14 (5.1%) students
chose not to disclose their status by leaving the question blank. Of those responding to
Citizenship Status, n=227 (78.3%) were domestic students, n=47 (16.2%) were
international students, n = 38 (13.1%) were other, and n=16 (5.5%) chose not to disclose.
Sixteen responses (5.5%) were missing.
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Table 4.1
Total Demographic for Participants in the Study (N = 288)
Variable

n

%

163
125

96.0
96.0

78
184
4
9
15

28.0
67.0
1.4
3.1
5.2

64
1

23.0
0.4

32
56
120
1
28
12
24
15

11.7
20.4
43.8
0.4
10.2
4.4
8.8
5.2

Veteran

274

0.7

Citizenship
Domestic
International
Other
Did not disclose
Missing

227
47
38
16
16

78.3
16.2
13.1
5.5
5.5

College
College A
College B
Gender
Male
Female
Other
Did not disclose
Missing
Race/Ethnicity
Hispanic
American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian
Black/African American
White
Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander
Multiple Race
Other
Did not disclose
Missing

Distribution of ethnicity by college type is displayed in Tables 4.2 and 4.3.
Frequency distribution of ethnicity differed significantly between College A and College
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B. Of the 155 respondents at College A, White/Caucasian students attended the university
at a significantly higher rate than other ethnicities. This ethnic group had the largest
percentage of enrolled students at 49% (n =155), while the second largest ethnicity,
Hispanics, had 32.2% in attendance (n = 152). Black/African Americans attendance was
16.1% (n = 155) with multiethnic student attendance (n =155) at 12.3%. Asians were the
next largest ethnic group at 9% (n = 155) after those students who chose not to disclose
their ethnicity. American Indian/Alaska Natives represented 0.6% of the population along
with Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islanders who also represented 0.6% (n = 155) of the
population (see Table 4.2).
Table 4.2
Frequency (%) of Ethnicity at College A (N = 155)
Demographic Attributes

n (%)

Hispanic

49 (32.2)

American Indian/Alaska Native

1 (0.6)

Asian

14 (9)

Black/African American

25(16.1)

White/Caucasian

76 (49)

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander

1 (0.6)

Multiethnic

19 (12.3)

Other

3 (1.9)

Chose not to disclose

16 (10.3)

Of the 119 respondents at College B, again, more White/Caucasian students
attended the university at a significantly higher rate than other ethnicities. As presented in
Table 4.3, they comprised the largest percentage of enrolled students at 37% (n =119),
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while the second largest ethnic group was Black/African Americans with 26.1% in
attendance (n = 119). The Asian ethnic group represented 15.1% (n = 119) of the sample,
while the Hispanic student attendance (n =116) was 12.9%. Multiethnic and Other shared
equal representation at 9% (n = 119). American Indian/Alaska Natives represented, and
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islanders were not represented in the sample.
In other words, both College A and College B are predominantly White
institutions. College A’s dominant secondary ethnic group was Hispanics while College
B’s most secondary ethnic group was Black/African Americans. At college A, a larger
group of multiethnic students participated than at College B. Something to note is no
American Indian/Alaska Natives or Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islanders were represented
at College B and less than 1% were represented at College A.
Table 4.3
Frequency (%) of Ethnicity at College B (N = 119)
Demographic Attributes

n (%)

Hispanic

15 (12.9)

American Indian/Alaska Native

0 (0)

Asian

18 (15.1)

Black/African American

31 (26.1)

White/Caucasian

44 (37)

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander

0 (0)

Multiethnic

9 (7.6)

Other

9 (7.6)

Chose not to disclose

8 (6.7)
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The distribution of demographic characteristics (gender, veteran status, and
citizenship) by each college is shown in Tables 4.4 and 4.5. Both College A and College
B had a high number of female participants in the study, but College A (79.4%) had a
significantly higher number of female students than College B (50.8%). Regarding
veteran status, College B produced no veterans, while College A indicated a 1.3% in this
category. Domestic citizenship was the highest percentage at both College A and College
B. However, 94.2% of the students at College A were domestic versus 68.3% at College
B.
Table 4.4
Frequency (%) of Gender, Veteran Status, and Citizenship at College A (N = 155)
Demographic Attributes

n (%)

Gender
Male

29 (18.8)

Female

123 (79.4)

Other

0 (0)

Did not disclose

6 (3.9)

Veteran
Yes

2 (1.3)

No

153 (98.7)

Citizenship (n = 154)
Domestic

145 (94.2)

International

1 (0.6)

Other

8 (5.2)
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Table 4.5
Frequency (%) of Gender, Veteran Status, and Citizenship at College B (N = 120)
Demographic Attributes

n (%)

Gender
Male

52 (43.3)

Female

61 (50.8)

Other

4 (3.3)

Did not disclose

3 (2.5)

Veteran
Yes

0 (0.0)

No

120 (100.0)

Citizenship (n = 154)
Domestic

82 (68.3)

International

8 (6.7)

Other

30 (25)

Summary of Demographics and General Descriptive Findings
Two hundred ninety students opened the survey. The sample size for this study
was 288 students. Twelve students (4.1%) from the combined institutions declined to
participate in the study. Out of those who responded to the survey, most students
answered 98.9 % of all demographic survey questions. Race, Gender, and Sexual
Orientation fell among the lowest responses at 98.73% responding for College A. This is
still a high response rate. For College B, the lowest response rates were 97.5% for Gender
and Sexual Orientation.
College A is a health and biomedical sciences university located in a
geographically urban area with a diverse student population that does not consist solely
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of Seventh-day Adventists. The faculty composition is similar. There are courses that
relate specifically to religion, but most the courses relate to health and biomedical
sciences. College B is a university located in a geographically rural area and is
considered one of the most culturally diverse universities in the nation (Andrews.edu). It
specialized in arts and sciences.
There was a larger sample pool at College A (n = 153) than there was at College
B (n = 125). Although the number of respondents who opted to participate in the study
was higher at College B (96%), this was not significantly higher than the number who
participated at College A (95.7%). At both College A and College B, the largest
population of respondents were Caucasian/White. They are both predominantly White
institutions. The second largest ethnic representation at College A was Hispanic (32.2%)
and Black or African American (26.1%) at College B.
Regarding Gender, Veteran Status, and Citizenship, College A had 79.4% females
and 18.8% males, while College B had a closer range in the number of female
participants (50.8%) than male participants (43.3%). There was a much larger disparity
between male and female respondents at College A. For Veteran Status, 98.7% did not
identify as veterans at College A, while 100% of students did not identify as veterans at
College B. At College A, 94.2% of students claimed United States citizenship, while only
68% claimed it at College B. The Others category accounted for 25% of the responses for
students who identified as domestic or international.
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Research Questions
This research started with three research questions:
1. What is the state of DEI on Seventh-day Adventist college campuses?
2. What are students’ perceptions of the campus climate regarding DEI and
Collegial Relationships? and
3. What are students’ perceptions of the campus climate regarding DEI and
academic abilities?
The following data analysis report is arranged according to those research questions. The
first research question was analyzed using descriptive analysis.
Findings for Research Question 1
Research Question 1 asked, “What is the state of DEI on Seventh-day Adventist
college campuses?” Survey questions 2.3–2.11, 2.27–2.29, 3.3–3.4, 4.1, and 5.1 focused
on diversity. Survey Questions 2.19–2.21, and 3.1–3.2 focused on equity. Survey
Questions 2.1–2.2, 2.16–2.17, and 2.22–2.23 focused on inclusion. Table 4.2 addresses
the status of DEI in Seventh-day Adventist universities (see Appendix E).
Research Question 1 was addressed using descriptive statistics. Table 4.6
addresses the status of DEI in Seventh-day Adventist universities. The mean score for
Diversity was 2.70 with a standard deviation of .44. This mean score corresponds to
67.5% with a maximum score of 4. The mean score for Equity was 2.70 with a standard
deviation of .42. This mean score corresponds to 72% of the maximum score of 4. The
mean score for Inclusion was 2.70 with a standard deviation of .42. This mean score
corresponds to 57% of the maximum score of 4.
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Table 4.6
Descriptive Statistics of Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (N = 273)
Variable

Minimum

Maximum

M

SD

Diversity

1.63

4.00

2.7046

.44114

Equity

1.20

4.00

2.8824

.42210

Inclusion

1.00

4.00

2.2921

.41927

Supplementary linear regression analysis was conducted to identify whether any
of the demographic variables mattered for the prediction of Diversity, Equity, and
Inclusion (see Table 4.7). The prediction model was comprised of Gender, Degree Status
(undergrad/grad), Ethnicity, Veteran Status, International Student Status, and On-campus
Students. The standard error of < .05 indicates statistical significance. The result shows
that the prediction model for Diversity and Inclusion was not statistically significant. One
exception was Equity.
More in detail, for Diversity, the prediction model failed to reach conventional
levels of statistical significance (p = .534). None of the demographic variables reached
the statistical significance < .05. This was also the case for Inclusion. The prediction was
far from statistically significant, p = .534. No independent variables reached the statistical
significance < .05.
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Table 4.7
Summary of Regression Analysis Predicting Equity

Unstandardized
B

Coefficients
Std Error

(Constant)

2.748

.132

College

-.139

.060

Male

.061

Female
Degree Status

Standardized
Coefficients
Beta

t

Sig.

20.778

<.001

-.163

-2.313

.022

.136

.065

.450

.653

.066

.129

.73

.512

.609

.103

.054

.121

1.885

.061

-.003

.121

.002

.026

.979

African American

.061

.108

.058

.567

.571

White

.132

.101

.146

1.300

.195

Multiple Race

.164

.137

.092

1.202

.231

Hispanic

.001

.106

.001

.006

.995

Veteran

.452

.297

.092

1.526

.128

Citizenship Status

.187

.079

.161

2.373

.018

-.064

.058

-.070

-1.106

.270

Asian

Residency

Note. F (12, 260) = 2.02, R2 = .09, p < .05.

For Equity, as presented in Table 4.7, the model was statistically significant, F
(12, 260) = 2.02, R2 = .09, p < .05. Two predictors stood out. One was College and the
second one was International Students Status. This model was statistically significant.
College B was statistically significant, and its coefficient was in the negative direction.
College A students reported higher scores on Equity. The report for students at College B
was positive and tended to report lower scores on Equity compared to their counterparts
at College A (see Table 4.7). The International Students variable was also statistically
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significant, and its coefficient was in the positive direction. That indicates international
students tend to report higher scores on Equity compared to domestic students. All the
other predictors were found to be statistically non-significant.
As a follow-up analysis, t-tests were conducted on two colleges and international
and domestic Students. The results of the t-test are presented in Table 4.8. College B had
a mean score of 2.94, which was greater than College A’s mean score of 2.81. The
difference was statistically significant, t (271) = 2.56, p < .05. Likewise, for international
students, a t-test was conducted on International Students versus Domestic Students. The
mean score showed that international students got a higher mean score of 2.94 which is
greater than 2.87 for domestic students, t (271) = -.91, p < .05.
Table 4.8
T-test Results on Colleges and Citizenship Status
Variables

N

M

SD

t(df)

College A

155

2.94

.42

2.56* (271)

College B

118

2.81

.41

International Students

230

2.87

.42

43

2.94

.43

Domestic Students

-.91* (271)

Note. * p < .05

Supplementary Item Analysis Related to Diversity
Survey Items 2.3 and 2.4 stated, “I am satisfied with the diversity of the cultural
backgrounds of the employees (2.3) and students (2.4) here at My Adventist Institution.”
The response options were “strongly disagree,” “disagree,” “agree,” and “strongly agree”
(see Appendix E). College A responded equally with “strongly agree” and “Agree” at

76

43.9% as it related to diversity of the cultural backgrounds of employees. College B also
had the highest number of responses at 44.9% with “strongly agree” with a lower
percentage of 44.9% of participants who selected “agree.”
As it related to diversity of the cultural backgrounds of students, 46.4% were
satisfied at College A, while college B indicated 53% satisfaction. Table 4.9 shows that
almost 90% of students at both institutions expressed their satisfaction with the diversity
of the cultural backgrounds of the employees and students at their university.
Table 4.9
Satisfaction with the Diversity of Cultural Backgrounds (N = 273)
Responses

College A(n=155)

College B(n=118)

Employee Diversity
Strongly Disagree

7 (4.5%)

8 (6.8%)

Disagree

12 (7.7%)

15 (12.7%)

Agree

68 (43.9%)

42 (35.6%)

Strongly Agree

68 (43.9%)

53 (44.9%)

Student Diversity
Strongly Disagree

5 (3.3%)

8 (6.8%)

Disagree

8 (5.2%)

6 (5.1%)

Agree

69 (45.1%)

41 (35%)

Strongly Agree

71 (46.4%)

62 (53%)

Survey Items 2.5–2.11 stated, “While at My Adventist Institution, I feel some
responsibility to be a spokesperson for my racial/ethnic group (2.5), my gender (2.6),
students with disabilities (2.7), lesbian, gay, bi-sexual, transgender, queer, intersex, asexual, pan-sexual, kink, & + (LGBTQIAPK+) students (2.8), students who share my
religious views (2.9), international students (2.10), and students who have veteran status
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(2.11).” The response options were “strongly disagree,” “disagree,” “agree,” and
“strongly agree” (see Appendix E).
As it related to students feeling responsible for being a spokesperson for their
racial/ethnic groups, their gender, students with disabilities, (LGBTQIAPK+) students,
students who shared their same religious views, international students, and students who
had veteran status, a high percentage of students disagreed with most categories. A few
categories produced near percentages for disagree versus agree. Ethnic group indicated
34.2% disagreement at College A but also 31.6% agreement. This was a 2.6% difference.
For gender, 34.7% disagreed with having to be a spokesperson at College B, while 33.1%
agreed. This was a 1.6% difference. Table 4.10 displays the percentages for whether
students feel they are responsible for being the spokesperson for specific groups.
Regarding students with disabilities, 39% of the respondents at College A
disagreed, and 33.1% agreed they should be spokespersons. At College B, 38.1%
disagreed and 34.7% agreed. Regarding LGBTQIAPK+, 60.6% of the respondents
strongly disagreed and disagreed, while 73% shared the same sentiments at College B.
Religious views, responses ranged in the middle between 33.5% in disagreement at
College A, and 30.3% in agreement. College B was the opposite, as respondents there
expressed a higher percentage of agreement (38.8%) versus disagreement (29.3%).
Regarding International Status, 40% of participants felt no desire to be a spokesman at
College A, 27.1% felt they should be a spokesperson for these groups at College B.
Lastly, both College A (43.5%) and College B (45.3%) disagreed with lower percentages
agreeing at 20.1% and 19.7%, respectively.
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Table 4.10
Students’ Responsibility to be a Spokesperson (N = 273)
Responses

College A

College B

Racial/Ethnic Group (n = 272)
Strongly Disagree

27 (17.4%)

24 (20.5%)

Disagree

53 (34.2%)

43 (36.8%)

Agree

49 (31.6%)

28 (23.9%)

Strongly Agree

26 (16.8%)

22 (18.8%)

My Gender (n = 273)
Strongly Disagree

30 (19.4%)

25 (21.2%)

Disagree

57 (36.8%)

41 (34.7%)

45 (29%)

39 (33.1%)

23 (14.8%)

13 (11%)

Agree
Strongly Agree

Students With Disabilities (n = 272)
Strongly Disagree

24 (15.6%)

21 (17.8%)

60 (39%)

45 (38.1%)

Agree

51 (33.1%)

41 (34.7%)

Strongly Agree

19 (12.3%)

11 (9.3%)

Disagree

LGBTQIAPK+ (n = 272)
Strongly Disagree

47 (30.3%)

45 (38.5%)

Disagree

47 (30.3%)

41 (35%)

Agree

42 (27.1%)

17 (14.5%)

Strongly Agree

19 (12.3%)

14 (12%)

Share My Religious Views (n = 271)
Strongly Disagree

21 (13.5%)

18 (15.5%)

Disagree

52 (33.5%)

34 (29.3%)

Agree

47 (30.3%)

45 (38.8%)

Strongly Agree

35 (22.6%)

19 (16.4%)
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Responses

College A

College B

International Students (n = 273)
Strongly Disagree

33 (21.3%)

17 (14.4%)

62 (40%)

37 (31.4%)

Agree

42 (27.1%)

41 (34.7%)

Strongly Agree

18 (11.6%)

23 (19.5%)

Disagree

Veteran Status (n = 271)
Strongly Disagree

39 (25.3%)

34 (29.1%)

Disagree

67 (43.5%)

53 (45.3%)

Agree

31 (20.1%)

23 (19.7%)

17 (11%)

7 (6%)

Strongly Agree

Survey Items 2.27–2.29 stated, “Retention of all enrolled students (2.27), students
from specific minority groups (2.28), and students who are initially unprepared for
college level work should be a priority at your university.” The response options were
“strongly disagree,” “disagree,” “agree,” and “strongly agree” (see Appendix E).
As shown in Table 4.11, students from both College A and College B tended to
agree in higher percentages that students from all three groups should be a priority at
their university. For College A and College B, 47.7% and 44.9% agreed all enrolled
students, 41.8% and 33.1% for specific minority groups, and 44.4% and 43.2% of
students unprepared for college level work, respectively, should be a priority to the
university. Disagreement for minority groups and students who are unprepared for
college ranked second highest in percentages at both College A and College B.
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Table 4.11
Retention of Students (N = 271)
Responses

College A

College B

All Enrolled Students
Strongly Disagree

6 (3.9%)

3 (2.5%)

Disagree

18 (11.8%)

17 (14.4%)

Agree

73 (47.7%)

53 (44.9%)

Strongly Agree

56 (36.6%)

45 (38.1%)

Specific Minority Groups
Strongly Disagree

17 (11.1%)

15 (12.7%)

Disagree

43 (28.1%)

32 (27.1%)

Agree

64 (41.8%)

39 (33.1%)

29 (19%)

32 (27.1%)

Strongly Agree

Unprepared For College Level Work
Strongly Disagree

18 (11.8%)

7 (5.9%)

Disagree

45 (29.4%)

36 (30.5%)

Agree

68 (44.4%)

51 (43.2%)

Strongly Agree

22 (14.4%)

24 (20.3%)

Survey Question 3.3 asked, “In practice, how much of a commitment do you
believe the university has to increase the numbers and percentages of minority student
graduates?” The response options were “definitely no,” “generally no,” “generally yes,”
and “definitely yes” (see Appendix E). As Table 4.12 shows, over 50% of College A
(51.3%) and College B (60.3%) students indicated a general belief that the university
should increase the numbers and percentages of minority student graduates.
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Table 4.12
Commitment to Increase Minority Student Graduates (N = 268)
Responses

College A

College B

Definitely No

3 (2%)

4 (3.4%)

Generally No

30 (19.7%)

20 (17.2%)

Generally Yes

78 (51.3%)

70 (60.3%)

Definitely Yes

41 (27%)

72 (19%)

Survey Question 3.4 asked, “Do you feel that there are opportunities available for
you to make suggestions for improvement in diversity programming at your university?”
The response options were “definitely no,” “generally no,” “generally yes,” and
“definitely yes” (see Appendix E). In Table 4.13, both College A (47.4%) and College B
(53%) agreed there were opportunities available for them to make suggestions for
improvement in diversity programming at their university.
Table 4.13
Opportunities for Suggestions in Diversity Programming (N = 271)
Responses

College A

College B

8 (5.2%)

7 (6%)

Disagree

28 (18.2%)

23 (19.7%)

Agree

73 (47.4%)

62 (53%)

Strongly Agree

45 (29.2%)

25 (21.4%)

Definitely No

Survey Question 4.1 asked, “In practice, how much of a commitment do you
believe the university has to increase the numbers and percentages of minority student
graduates?” The response options were “not much,” “somewhat,” “much,” and “very
much” (see Appendix E). Student from College A (34.8%) and College B (41.5%)
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reported the university has much of a commitment to increase the numbers and
percentages of minority student graduates. Overall, 62.8% and 62.7% of students at both
schools collectively believe there is a necessary commitment. See Table 4.14.
Table 4.14
Commitment to Increase Minority Student Graduates (N = 273)
Responses

College A

College B

Not much

16 (10.3%)

10 (8.5%)

Somewhat

47 (30.3%)

34 (28.8%)

Much

54 (34.8%)

49 (41.5%)

Very Much

38 (24.5%)

25 (21.2%)

Survey Question 5.1 asked, “How satisfied are you with the responsiveness of
your university to the diverse needs of the changing demographics of our students?” The
response options were “very disappointed,” “dissatisfied,” “satisfied,” and “very
satisfied” (see Appendix E). Nearly two thirds of the students at College A (62.6%) and
College B (60.2%) were satisfied with the responsiveness of their universities to the
diverse needs of the changing demographics of students. Table 4.15 shows the
percentages for satisfaction to the diverse needs of changing student demographics.
Table 4.15
Satisfaction to the Diverse Needs of Changing Student Demographics (N = 273)
Responses

College A

College B

Very Disappointed

5 (3.2%)

9 (7.6%)

Dissatisfied

18 (11.6%)

18 (15.3%)

Satisfied

97 (62.6%)

71 (60.2%)

Very Satisfied

35 (22.6%)

20 (16.9%)
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Supplemental Items Related to Equity
Survey Items 2.19–2.21 stated, “I believe that campus programs for minority
students are typically remedial in nature (2.19), are a central part of the university’s
mission (2.20), and campus programs addressing diversity are educationally effective
(2.21).” The response options were “strongly disagree,” “disagree,” “agree,” and
“strongly agree” (see Appendix E).
The results are presented in Table 4.16. At both College A and College B,
students disagreed that programs for minority students were typically remedial in nature,
but they agreed that campus programs for minority students were a central part of the
university’s mission (46.7% and 55.6%, respectively), and campus programs addressing
diversity were educationally effective (57.8% and 46.6%, respectively).
Survey Questions 3.1–3.2 asked, “Do women (3.1) and minority students (3.2)
have equal opportunities as men for recognition, respect, and advancement at the
university?” The response options were “definitely no,” “generally no,” “generally yes,”
and “definitely yes” (see Appendix E). In general, 48.7% of students at College B felt
there were equal opportunities for women as there were for men for recognition, respect,
and advancement at the university, while 58.1% of students at College A responded,
“definitely yes.” Regarding minority students, College A (51.9%) felt there were
definitely equal opportunities for minorities as men for recognition, respect, and
advancement at the university, and College B (51.3%) felt there were generally equal
opportunities. Overall, per Table 4.17, both institutions believe women and minorities
had opportunities equal to the opportunities men have.
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Table 4.16
Outcomes of Campus Programs
Responses

College A

College B

For Minority Students - Remedial (n = 265)
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Agree
Strongly Agree

24 (15.8%)
77 (50.7%)
43 (28.3%)

15 (13.3%)
65 (57.5%)
25 (22.1%)

8 (5.3%)

8 (7.1%)

For Minority Students – Central to the University’s Mission (n = 269)
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Agree
Strongly Agree

16 (10.5%)
46 (30.3%)
71 (46.7%)
19 (12.5%)

9 (7.7%)
29 (24.8%)
65 (55.6%)
14 (12%)

Programs Addressing Diversity Are Educationally Effective (n = 272)
Strongly Disagree

7 (4.5%)

11 (9.3%)

Disagree
Agree
Strongly Agree

25 (16.2%)
89 (57.8%)
33 (21.4%)

31 (26.3%)
55 (46.6%)
21 (17.8%)

Table 4.17
Opportunities for Recognition, Respect, and Advancement at the University
Responses

College A

College B

Definitely No
Generally No
Generally Yes
Definitely Yes

Women (n = 272)
5 (3.2%)
5 (3.2%)
55 (35.5%)
90 (58.1%)

4 (3.4%)
12 (10.3%)
57 (48.7%)
54 (37.6%)

Definitely No
Generally No

Minority Students (n = 271)
4 (2.6%)
10 (6.5%)

4 (3.4%)
14 (12%)

Generally Yes
Definitely Yes

60 (39%)
80 (51.9%)
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60 (51.3%)
39 (33.3%)

Supplementary Item Analysis Related to Inclusion
Survey Items 2.1–2.2 stated, “At My Adventist Institution, I feel most
comfortable when I socialize with people from the same cultural background as my own
(2.1) and participate in campus activities that focus on cultures other than my own (2.2).”
The response options were “strongly disagree,” “disagree,” “agree,” and “strongly agree”
(see Appendix E). Both College A (41.3%) and College B (39.8%) expressed agreeable
levels of comfort as it related to socializing with people from the same cultural
background as their own and participating in campus activities that focused on cultures
other than their own. Both institutions indicated higher levels of comfort, College A
(53.9%) and College B (50.8%), when participating in activities focused on other cultures
over socializing with people from the same cultural background. See Table 4.18.
Table 4.18
Comforts in Socialization
Responses

College A

College B

People from Same Cultural Background (n = 273)
Strongly Disagree

13 (8.4%)

9 (7.6%)

Disagree

39 (25.2%)

38 (32.2%)

Agree

64 (41.3%)

47 (39.8%)

Strongly Agree

39 (25.2%)

24 (20.3%)

Activities Focused on Other Cultures (n = 272)
Strongly Disagree

4 (2.6%)

9 (7.6%)

Disagree

15 (9.7%)

19 (16.1%)

Agree

83 (53.9%)

60 (50.8%)

Strongly Agree

52 (33.8%)

30 (25.4%)
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Survey Item 2.16 stated, “Only students who are receptive to new ideas can
benefit from the educational experiences at my university.” The response options were
“strongly disagree,” “disagree,” “agree,” and “strongly agree” (see Appendix E). Survey
Item 2.17 stated, “Students who are not proficient in English are not able to benefit from
the educational experiences at my university.” The response options were “strongly
disagree,” “disagree,” “agree,” and “strongly agree” (see Appendix E).
This item set indicated both College A (43.5%) and College B (42.7%) expressed
a disagreement for the idea of students only being able to benefit from educational
experiences if they are receptive to new ideas. However, it should be noted that 39.3% of
College B’s students agree that only students who were receptive to new ideas could
benefit from the educational experiences at their university. This was only a 3.4%
difference. Similarly, most students at College A (61%) and College B (77.8%) disagreed
or strongly disagreed that students who were not proficient in English were not able to
benefit from the educational experiences at their university. Table 4.19 displays
percentages for types of students who can benefit from educational experiences.
Survey Item 2.22 stated, “I believe that campus programs addressing diversity are
a drain on the institution’s resources.” The response options were “strongly disagree,”
“disagree,” “agree,” and “strongly agree” (see Appendix E). Eighty-five percent of
students from College A and (74%) from College B strongly disagree or disagreed with
the idea that diverse programming created a financial hinderance for their university’s
available resources. See Table 4.20.
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Table 4.19
Types of Students Who Can/Cannot Benefit from Educational Experiences
Responses

College A

College B

Receptive to New Ideas (Can) (n = 265)
Strongly Disagree

28 (18.2%)

16 (13.7%)

Disagree

67 (43.5%)

50 (42.7%)

Agree

43 (27.9%)

46 (39.3%)

Strongly Agree

16 (10.4%)

5 (4.3%)

Not Proficient in English (Cannot) (n = 269)
Strongly Disagree

59 (38.1%)

32 (27.4%)

Disagree

69 (44.5%)

59 (50.4%)

Agree

18 (11.6%)

22 (18.8%)

9 (5.8%)

4 (3.4%)

Strongly Agree
Table 4.20

Outcomes of Campus Programs (N = 273)
Response

College A

College B

Programs Addressing Diversity Are Resource Draining
Strongly Disagree

69 (44.5%)

39 (33.1%)

Disagree

63 (40.6%)

48 (40.7%)

Agree

14 (9%)

22 (18.6%)

Strongly Agree

9 (5.8%)

9 (7.6%)

Survey Item 2.23 stated, “I believe that the inclusion of minority students is a
stigma on the institution’s prestige.” The response options were “strongly disagree,”
“disagree,” “agree,” and “strongly agree” (see Appendix E). Most students at College A
(84%) and College B (81%) disagreed or strongly disagreed with this statement. It should
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be noted that, although small, some students at both institutions (3.9% and 5.1%,
respectively) strongly agreed that including minority students at their universities created
a stigma on the university’s prestige. See Table 4.21.
Table 4.21
Minority Students are a Stigma on Campus Prestige (N = 271)
Response

College A

College B

Strongly Disagree

59 (38.3%)

56 (47.9%)

Disagree

72 (46.8%)

39 (33.3%)

Agree

17 (11%)

16 (13.7%)

Strongly Agree

6 (3.9%)

6 (5.1%)

Summary of Research Question 1
Research Question 1 asked, “What is the state of DEI on Seventh-day Adventist
college campuses? Descriptive statistics was run on the demographic data. Additionally,
supplementary linear regression analysis was conducted to identify whether any of the
demographic variables mattered for the prediction of Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion
(see Table 4.2). Equity indicated a statistical significance. Diversity and Inclusion were
not statistically significant.
Two predictors stood out: College and International Student Status. College B
was statistically significant, and its coefficient was in the negative direction. College A
students reported higher scores on Equity. The report for students at College B was
positive and tended to report lower scores on Equity compared to College A (see Table
4.7). The International Students variable was also statistically significant, and its
coefficient was in the positive direction. That indicates international students tend to
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report higher scores on Equity compared to domestic students. All the other predictors
were found to be statistically non-significant.
As a follow-up analysis, t-tests were conducted on College A and College B and
international and domestic students. College B had a greater mean score than College A.
The difference was statistically significant, t (271) = 2.56, p < .05. A t-test was also
conducted for International Students versus Domestic Students. The mean score shows
that international students got a higher mean score than domestic students, t (271) = -.91,
p < .05.
As it relates to diversity in the survey items, almost 90% of students at both
College A and College B expressed their satisfaction with the diversity of the cultural
backgrounds of the employees and students at their university (see Table 4.9). As it
related to students feeling responsible for being a spokesperson for specific marginalized
groups they identified with, a high percentage of students disagreed that they should be
the spokesperson for most categories. A few categories had close percentages for
disagree versus agree. Ethnic group revealed a 2.6% difference. For gender, there was a
1.6% difference (see Table 4.10).
As it related to retention of all enrolled students, students from specific minority
groups, and students who are initially unprepared for college level work should be a
priority at your university, students from both College A and College B tended to agree in
higher percentages that students from all three groups should be a priority at their
university. Disagreement for minority groups and students who were unprepared for
college ranked second highest in percentages at both College A and College B (see Table
4.11). Similarly, more than half of the students at College A (51.3%) and College B
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(60.3%) indicated a general belief that their universities should increase the numbers and
percentages of minority student graduates (see Table 4.11).
Regarding available opportunities for students, Table 4.13 indicated both College
A (47.4%) and College B (53%) agreed there were opportunities available for students to
make suggestions for improvement in diversity programming at their universities. See
Table 4.14. As it related to graduated, College A (62.8%) and College B (62.7%) agreed
there is a necessary commitment needed by their universities to increase the numbers and
percentages of minority student graduates. Also, nearly two thirds of the students at
College A (62.6%) and College B (60.2%) were satisfied with the responsiveness of their
universities to the diverse needs of the changing demographics of students (see Table
4.15).
With the growing number of diverse students and their growing needs, students
were asked to assess the benefits of equitable programs at their universities. Most
students at College A and College B did not believe programs for minority students were
typically remedial in nature, and they agreed campus programs for minority students
were a central part of the university’s mission (46.7% and 55.6%, respectively). Finally,
they agreed campus programs addressing diversity were educationally effective (57.8%
and 46.6%). See Table 4.16. Overall, both College A and College B believe women (93%
and 85%, respectively) and minorities (80% and 8%, respectively) had opportunities
equal to the opportunities men had.
When evaluating Inclusion, students responded to survey items that addressed
levels of comfort, their educational experiences. Also, when it came to levels of comfort
in socializing, both College A and College B expressed agreeable levels of comfort as it
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related to socializing with people from the same cultural background as their own and
participating in campus activities that focused on cultures other than their own. Both
institutions, however, indicated higher levels of comfort when participating in activities
focused on other cultures over socializing with people from the same cultural background
(see Table 4.17).
Also, as it related to inclusion, the types of students who could benefit from
varied educational experiences revealed a disagreement for the idea of students only
being able to benefit from educational experiences if they are receptive to new ideas. It
must be noted that there was a 3.4% difference where College B’s students agreed that
only students who were receptive to new ideas could benefit from the educational
experiences at their university. Likewise, most students at College A (61%) and College
B (77.8%) collectively disagreed that students who were not proficient in English were
not able to benefit from the educational experiences at their university (see Table 4.19).
The final analysis of Inclusion addressed the inclusion of programs that address
diversity and their impact on the institution’s resources as well as the inclusion of
minority students and their inclusion being a stigma on the institution’s prestige. Eightyfive percent of students from College A and from College B rejcted the idea of diverse
programming creating a financial hinderance for their university’s available resources
(see Table 4.20). Moreover, Table 4.21 revealed most students at College A (84%) and
College B (81%) disagreed or strongly disagreed with the idea that the inclusion of
minority students was a stigma on the institution’s prestige. Again, it must be noted that a
small percentage of students at both institutions (3.9% and 5.1%, respectively) strongly
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agreed that including minority students at their universities created a stigma on the
university’s prestige.
Research Question 2
Research Question 2 asked, “What are students’ perceptions of the campus
climate regarding DEI and Collegial Relationships?” Survey Questions 2.12, 2.18, 2.24–
2.26, 6.1–6.8, and 5.2–5.3 focused on Collegial Relationships. Table 4.22 shows a
summary of regression analysis that predicts collegial relationships (see Appendix E). To
answer this question, regression analysis was conducted, and the result is summarized in
the tables that follow (see Table 4.22). Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion were used as
predictors to determine their relationship to Collegial Relationships and Academic
Performance along with College, Gender, Ethnicity, Hispanic, Veteran, Citizenship, and
Residency.
The prediction model was statistically significant as it relates to Collegial
Relationships, accounting for 28% of the variance of the dependent variable with F (15,
257) = 6.68, p < .05 (see Table 4.22). Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion were all
significant. Diversity and Inclusion were positively correlated with Collegial
Relationships. That is, the higher the Diversity score was, the higher the scores were for
Collegial Relationships. Also, the higher the Inclusion scores were, the higher the scores
were for Collegial Relationships. The coefficient for Equity was in the negative direction.
Students who have higher scores on Equity tend to report lower scores on Collegial
Relationships. The standardized B coefficients show that Equity made the greatest
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contribution to the prediction of Collegial Relationship, which was followed by
Diversity.
Table 4.22
Summary of Regression Analysis Predicting Collegial Relationships

Unstandardized
B

Coefficients
Std Error

1.560

.247

College

.234

.059

Male

.165

Female

Standardized
Coefficients
Beta

t

Sig.

6.316

<.001

.250

3.929

<.001

.135

.160

1.226

.501

.067

.126

.068

.530

.897

-.010

.054

-.011

-.193

.500

Asian

.057

.119

.039

.478

.897

African American

.016

.106

.013

.147

.798

White

.014

.100

.014

-.139

.629

Multiple Race

.032

.135

.016

-.234

.159

Hispanic

.033

.104

-.030

-.314

.703

Veteran

.261

.295

.048

.886

.318

Citizenship Status

.177

.078

-.139

-2.259

.065

Residency

.099

.057

.098

-1.745

.258

Diversity

.292

.067

.277

4.344

<.001

-.379

.068

-.344

-5.570

<.001

.200

.064

.180

3.128

.002

(Constant)

Degree Status

Equity
Inclusion

Note. F (15, 257) = 6.68, R square = .28, p < .05.

For additional knowledge, I conducted a follow-up analysis to assess whether or
not College mediates the effect of Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion on Collegial
Relationships. In this follow-up analysis, I employed only Diversity, Equity, and
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Inclusion due to having a relatively small sample size of each college after they were
divided into two separate groups. The results are summarized in Table 4.23. The results
showed that Inclusion was significant for College A, but it was not for College B.
Diversity and Equity were significant in both colleges, and their coefficients were in the
same directions: positive for Diversity and negative for Equity. Furthermore, the size of
the B coefficient for Diversity at College A, was .15, which is much smaller than the .46
at College B. This gap indicates the importance of Diversity on Collegial Relationships
was three times greater at College B. Diversity has a much greater impact on Collegial
Relationships at College B.
Table 4.23
Supplementary Analysis of College Mediating the Effect of DEI on Collegial
Relationships

Unstandardized
B

Coefficients
Std Error

Standardized
Coefficients
Beta

t

Sig.

College A
(Constant)

1.782

.230

Diversity

.15

.067

-.348
.273

Equity
Inclusion

7.762

<.001

.187

2.230

.27

.070

-.390

-4.950

<.001

.065

.316

4.170

<.001

College B
(Constant)

1.741

.398

Diversity

.462

.129

.361

-.432

.123

-.344

-3.521

<.001

.134

.116

.103

1.147

.254

Equity
Inclusion

4.370
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<.001
<.001

R2

F

0.272

6.407

0.2443

5.539

Supplementary Item Analysis Related to Collegial Relationships
In the section for Research Question 1, supplementary analysis was conducted by
item. Here I also repeat a similar analysis for Research Question 2 for Collegial
Relationships. Survey Item 2.12 stated, “There is a lot of superficial friendliness on this
campus among people of different backgrounds, but underneath there is tension.” The
response options were “strongly disagree,” “disagree,” “agree,” and “strongly agree” (see
Appendix E). Students at College A (44.5%) did not believe there were superficial
relationships among differing groups. There was a large disparity (34.2%) between those
who agreed and those who disagreed. At College B, 37% believed there to be no
superficial relationships among differing groups. About 29% of students at College B
believed there were superficial relationships among differing groups (see Table 4.24).
Based on the second part of the survey item, 29% of students at College B likely believed
there was tension in students’ relationships.
Table 4.24
Superficial Friendliness Among Differing Groups (N = 271)
Response

College A

College B

Strongly Disagree

49 (31.6%)

16 (13.8%)

Disagree

69 (44.5%)

44 (37.9%)

Agree

21 (13.5%)

34 (29.3%)

Strongly Agree

16 (10.3%)

22 (19.0%)

Survey Item 2.18 stated, “Prejudice among students is a problem on campus.” The
response options were “strongly disagree,” “disagree,” “agree,” and “strongly agree” (see
Appendix E). At College A, 83% of students disagreed with the notion that there was a
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problem with prejudice among students. However, College B indicated 47.4% disagree,
but 26.7% of the students believed there was a problem with prejudice among students.
This should be noted, since it ranked as the second highest percentage on the Likert scale.
Table 4.25
Prejudice among Students (N = 270)
Response

College A

College B

Strongly Disagree

69 (44.8%)

17 (14.7%)

Disagree

60 (39%)

55 (47.4%)

Agree

15 (9.7%)

31 (26.7%)

Strongly Agree

10 (6.5%)

13 (11.2%)

Survey items 2.24–2.25 stated, “I have experienced (2.24) or witnessed (2.25)
discrimination at my university.” The response options were “strongly disagree,”
“disagree,” “agree,” and “strongly agree” (see Appendix E). Among students who were
asked about their experiences or witnessing of discrimination on campus, most students
at College A and College B indicated they had neither experienced (84 % and 65%) nor
witnessed (79% and 60%) discrimination in their collegial relationships. College B
revealed more encounters of discrimination than College A (see Table 4.26).
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Table 4.26
Discrimination on Campus
Responses

College A

College B

Experienced Discrimination (n = 272)
Strongly Disagree

82 (52.9%)

25 (29.9%)

Disagree

50 (32.3%)

43 (36.8%)

Agree

13 (8.4%)

24 (20.5%)

Strongly Agree

10 (6.5%)

15 (12.8%)

Witnessed Discrimination (n = 271)
Strongly Disagree

70 (45.5%)

30 (25.6%)

Disagree

53 (34.4%)

42 (35.9%)

Agree

18 (11.7%)

27 (23.1%)

Strongly Agree

13 (8.4%)

18 (15.4%)

Survey Item 2.26 stated, “I have an opportunity to participate meaningfully in
shared governance at my university.” The response options were “strongly disagree,”
“disagree,” “agree,” and “strongly agree” (see Appendix E). Most students at College A
believed this to be true, while students at College B were closer to 47% of students in
agreement and 36% of students in disagreement. See Table 4.27.
Table 4.27
Meaningful Participation in Shared Governance (N = 268)
Response

College A

College B

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Agree

9 (5.9%)
36 (23.7%)
82 (53.9%)

12 (10.3%)
42 (36.2%)
54 (46.6%)

Strongly Agree

25 (16.4%)

8 (6.9%)
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Survey Item 5.2 stated, “Overall, how satisfied are you with your relationships
with other students at your university?” The response options were “very disappointed,”
“dissatisfied,” “satisfied,” and “very satisfied” (see Appendix E). Survey items 5.3 stated,
“Overall, how satisfied are you with your interactions with university employees?” The
response options were “very disappointed,” “dissatisfied,” “satisfied,” and “very
satisfied” (see Appendix E). Overall, students at both College A and College B were
satisfied with their relationships with other students (88% and 84%) and employee
interactions (88% and 82%) at their universities (see Table 4.28).
Table 4.28
Students’ Relationships on Campus
Responses

College A
College B
Relationships with Students (n = 272)
Strongly Disagree
5 (3.2%)
5 (4.2%)
Disagree
12 (7.8%)
13 (11%)
Agree
75 (48.7%)
59 (50%)
Strongly Agree
62 (40.3%)
41 (34.7%)
Interactions with University Employees (n = 273)
Strongly Disagree
2 (1.3%)
7 (5.9%)
Disagree
15 (9.7%)
13 (11%)
Agree
69 (44.5%)
58 (49.2%)
Strongly Agree
69 (44.5%)
40 (33.9%)
Survey Items 6.1–6.8 stated, “I have witnessed or experienced discrimination or
prejudice in relation to: Check all that apply. 6.1) Ability (people with disabilities), 6.2)
Race, 6.3) Gender, 6.4) International Status, 6.5) Ethnicity, 6.6) Sexual Orientation, 6.7)
Class (income), and 6.8) Religion (see Appendix E). Most students indicated they had
never witnessed or experienced discrimination or prejudice in any of the categories. It
was interesting to note that College A indicated higher numbers of students who had not
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witnessed or experienced discrimination or prejudice in any of the categories versus
College B. College B had closer margins of students who said they had sometimes
witnessed or experienced discrimination or prejudice. Religion was the only category that
had a significantly lower percentage between the categories of “never” (64.4%) and
“often” (16.1%).
Table 4.29
Students’ Witnessing or Experiences of Discrimination or Prejudice
Responses

College A

College B

Ability (n = 273)
Never

131 (84.5%)

73 (61.9%)

Sometimes

7 (11%)

30 (25.4%)

Often

6 (3.9%)

11 (9.3%)

Always

1 (0.6%)

4 (3.4%)

Race (n = 272)
Never

119 (77.3%)

59 (50%)

Sometimes

19 (12.3%)

37 (31.4%)

Often

14 (9.1%)

18 (15.3%)

Always

2 (1.3%)

4 (3.4%)

Gender (n = 271)
Never

123 (79.9%)

69 (59%)

Sometimes

17 (11%)

36 (30.8%)

Often

13 (8.4%)

7 (6%)

Always

1 (0.6%)

5 (4.3%)

International Status (n = 272)
Never
Sometimes

133 (85.8%)

71 (60.2%)

15 (9.7%)

30 (25.4%)

100

Responses

College A

College B

Often

5 (3.2%)

10 (8.5%)

Always

2 (1.3%)

7 (5.9%)

Ethnicity (n = 271)
Never

123 (79.4%)

60 (50.8%)

Sometimes

18 (11.6%)

38 (32.2%)

Often

11 (7.1%)

13 (11%)

Always

3 (1.9%)

7 (5.9%)

Sexual Orientation (n = 271)
Never

129 (83.8%)

69 (59%)

Sometimes

14 (9.1%)

20 (17.1%)

Often

10 (6.5%)

15 (12.8%)

Always

1 (0.6%)

13 (11.1%)

Class (n = 273)
Never

124 (80%)

7 (60.2%)

Sometimes

20 (12.9%)

30 (25.4%)

Often

8 (5.2%)

12 (10.2%)

Always

3 (1.9%)

5 (4.2%)

Religion (n = 273)
Never

125 (80.6%)

76 (64.4%)

Sometimes

19 (12.3%)

19 (16.1%)

Often

8 (5.2%)

13 (11%)

Always

3 (1.9%)

10 (8.5%)

Summary of Research Question 2
Research Question 2 asked, “What are students’ perceptions of the campus
climate regarding DEI and Collegial Relationships?” Both College A and College B
indicated similar findings corresponding to DEI and Collegial Relationships. Diversity,
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Equity, and Inclusion were all significant. More specifically, Diversity and Inclusion
were positively correlated with Collegial Relationships. Higher Diversity and Inclusion
scores resulted in higher Collegial Relationships. However, the coefficient for Equity was
in the negative direction. This indicated students who had higher scores on Equity tended
to report lower scores on Collegial Relationships. The standardized B coefficients showed
that Equity made the greatest contribution to the prediction of Collegial Relationship,
which was followed by Diversity (see Table 4.22).
Survey items regarding superficial relationships and prejudice on campus
indicated, most students at both College A and College B disagreed that superficial
relationships existed among differing groups. However, nearly a quarter of the students at
College B agreed that superficial relationships did exist among differing groups.
Although this is a roughly 9% difference, it is significantly different from those who
strongly agree and those who strongly disagree at College B.
At College A, 83% of students did not believe there was a problem with prejudice
among students. College B, however, indicated a disparity from the highest percentage to
the second highest percentage. The second highest percentage (26.7%) believed there was
a problem with prejudice among students. Similarly, as it related to discrimination on
campus, College A and College B indicated high percentages of students who said they
had neither experienced (84% and 65%) nor witnessed (79% and 60%) discrimination in
their collegial relationships. College B revealed more encounters of discrimination than
College A.
Concerning shared governance, students at College A and College B differed as a
large percentage of College A’s students believed there was shared governance. Students
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at College B were closer to 47% of students in agreement and 36% of students in
disagreement. See Table 4.27. Similarly, when asked about their relationships with other
students and interactions with employees at their universities, overall, students at both
College A and College B were satisfied with their relationships with other students (88%
and 84%) and employee interactions (88% and 82%) at their universities (see Table
4.28).
Lastly, students were asked to identify whether they had witnessed or experienced
discrimination in terms of specific categories: ability, race, gender, international status,
ethnicity, sexual orientation, class, and religion. Higher percentages ranging from the
high 70s to the lower and upper 80s accounted for College A’s findings of not witnessing
or experiencing discrimination or prejudice in any of the categories. It was interesting to
note that although most students at College B indicated they had not witnessed or
experienced discrimination or prejudice in any of the categories, they had sometimes
witnessed or experienced discrimination or prejudice in their collegial relationships.
Religion was the only category that had a significantly lower percentage between the
categories of “never” (64.4%) and “often” (16.1%).
Research Question 3
Research Question 3 asked, “What are students’ perceptions of the campus
climate regarding DEI and academic abilities?” Survey Questions 2.13–2.15 focused on
Academic Abilities. Table 4.30 shows a summary of regression analysis that predicts
academic abilities.
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To answer this question, regression analysis was conducted, and the result is
summarized in Table 4.25. Again, Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion were used as
predictors to account for Academic Abilities. The model was statistically significant with
F (15, 257) = 5.53, R2 = .24, p <.05.
In this model, Diversity and Equity were found to be statistically non-significant
in relation to academic abilities. Inclusion was a significant predictor, however, as it
relates to Academic Abilities. It had a positive coefficient, which means the more
inclusive a campus was, students tended to feel they were more academically capable. All
demographic variables were also statistically non-significant, except for the Asian
dummy variable, indicating that reported higher Academic Ability scores compared to
those declined to identify their ethnic background (see Table 4.30).
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Table 4.30
Summary of Regression Analysis Predicting Academic Abilities

Unstandardized
B

Coefficients
Std Error

(Constant)

.938

.267

College

.026

.640

Male

-.259

Female
Degree Status

Standardized
Coefficients
Beta

t

Sig.

3.508

<.001

.026

.400

.689

.146

-.238

1.779

.076

-.193

.137

-.185

1.411

.159

-.062

.059

-.063

1.061

.290

Asian

.264

.129

.171

2.054

.041

African American

.146

.114

.119

1.277

.203

White

.161

.108

.153

1.489

.138

Multiple Race

.026

.146

.012

.178

.859

Hispanic

.166

.113

.143

1.470

.143

Veteran

.246

.319

.043

.771

.441

Citizenship Status

.036

.085

.027

.425

.671

Residency

.002

.062

.002

.029

.977

Diversity

.099

.073

.089

1.360

.175

Equity

.002

.074

.002

.032

.975

Inclusion

.513

.069

.438

7.426

<.001

Note. F (15, 257) = 5.53, R2 = .24, p <.05.

Survey Items Related to Academic Abilities
Survey Item 2.13 stated, “Most enrolled students are adequately prepared
academically at my university.” The response options were “strongly disagree,”
“disagree,” “agree,” and “strongly agree” (see Appendix E). Survey Item 2.14 stated,
“Only those students who are proficient in English are prepared academically for my
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university.” The response options were “strongly disagree,” “disagree,” “agree,” and
“strongly agree” (see Appendix E). Survey Item 2.15 stated, “Only those students from
the mainstream culture are adequately prepared academically for my university.” The
response options were “strongly disagree,” “disagree,” “agree,” and “strongly agree” (see
Appendix E).
Table 4.31 displays percentages regarding the types of students who were
academically prepared for college. College A (60.1%) and College B (63.2%) agreed that
most enrolled students were academically prepared. The next question considered
students whether students who were proficient in English were academically prepared.
An overwhelming percentage from College A (84%) indicated a disagreement with the
notion that only those students who are proficient in English were prepared academically
for college. College B (17.1) revealed a higher percentage of students who disagreed than
College A (9.2%). Lastly, students from the mainstream culture were considered. Higher
percentages of students from both College A (83%) and College B (85%)
overwhelmingly agreed that students from the mainstream culture are not the only
students who are adequately academically prepared for college (see Table 4.31).
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Table 4.31
Students Who are Academically Prepared
Responses

College A

College B

Most Enrolled Students (n = 270)
Strongly Disagree

5 (3.3%)

3 (2.6%)

Disagree

14 (9.2%)

20 (17.1%)

Agree

92 (60.1%)

74 (63.2%)

Strongly Agree

42 (27.5%)

20 (17.1%)

Students Proficient in English (n = 271)
Strongly Disagree

48 (31.0%)

23 (19.8%)

Disagree

67 (43.2%)

54 (46.6%)

Agree

31 (20%)

31 (26.7%)

Strongly Agree

9 (5.8%)

8 (6.9%)

Students from the Mainstream Culture (n = 272)
Strongly Disagree

58 (37.4%)

35 (29.9%)

Disagree

72 (46.5%)

66 (56.4%)

Agree

21 (13.5%)

14 (12%)

4 (2.6%)

2 (1.7%)

Strongly Agree

Above, two parallel OLS regressions were conducted to answer Q2 and Q3. For a
supplementary analysis, multivariate regression analysis was conducted by
simultaneously considering Collegial Relationships and Academic Abilities in one
analysis. The analysis produced the same conclusions as Table 4.22 and Table 4.29. The
supplementary multivariate regression analysis is presented here in Table 4.32.
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Table 4.32
Summary of Regression Analysis Predicting Academic Abilities (N = 273)
Unstandardized
B

Coefficients Std
Error

t

Sig.

4.38
1.10
.41
.19
0.56
0.16
0.16
0.34
-0.22
0.81
-0.34
-1.56
4.26
-5.63
3.12

0.000
.272
.682
.846
.576
.877
.871
.731
0.824
0.419
0.735
0.120
0.000
0.000
0.002

0.43
-1.81
-1.44
-1.12
2.09
1.30
1.50
0.19
1.49
0.76
0.39
0.57
1.36
0.05
7.35

.668
0.071
0.151
0.263
0.038
0.194
0.135
0.851
0.137
0.447
0.697
0.570
0.176
0.961
0.000

Collegial Relationships
(Constant)
Male
Female
Degree Status
Asian
Africa American
White
Multiple Race
Hispanic
Veteran
Citizenship Status
Residency
Diversity
Equity
Inclusion

.256
.149
.052
.011
.067
.017
.016
.047
-.232
.240
-.042
-.204
.287
-.385
.201

.058
.135
.127
.054
.120
.107
.100
.136
.104
.296
.124
.131
.068
.068
.064
Academic Abilities

(Constant)
Male
Female
Degree Status
Asian
Africa American
White
Multiple Race
Hispanic
Veteran
Citizenship Status
Residency
Diversity
Equity
Inclusion

.027
-.263
-.197
-.065
.269
.150
.162
.027
.168
.243
.052
.080
.099
.004
.510

.063
.145
.137
.058
.129
.114
.108
.146
.113
.319
.134
.140
.072
.074
.069

Note. RMSE = .4389; R2 = 0.2443; F = 5.539; p = 0.000.
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Summary of Research Question 3
Research Question 3 asked, “What are students’ perceptions of the campus
climate regarding DEI and academic abilities? Regression analysis indicated Diversity
and Equity were statistically non-significant in relation to academic abilities. Inclusion,
however, was a significant predictor as it relates to Academic Abilities. It had a positive
coefficient, which means the more inclusive a campus was, students tended to feel they
were more academically capable. Also, something to note was most of the demographic
variables were statistically non-significant, but the Asian variable reported higher
Academic Ability scores compared to students who declined to identify their ethnic
background.
Also, as it relates to DEI and academic ability, the survey items relating to the
types of students who were academically prepared for college indicated College A
(60.1%) and College B (63.2%) believed most enrolled students were academically
prepared for college; students who were proficient in English were not the only students
who were prepared academically for college. College B (17.1%) revealed a higher
percentage of students who disagreed than College A (9.2%). Lastly, students from the
mainstream culture revealed higher percentages of students from both College A (83%)
and College B (85%) who overwhelmingly agreed that students from the mainstream
culture are not the only students who are adequately academically prepared for college
(see Table 4.26).
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Summary of Chapter 4
General Demographic Findings
1. Of the 290 students who opened the survey, 288 took the survey.
2. Two hundred sixty-two (262) of the respondents reported their gender. The
largest population was represented by females (67%), males (28%), other
(1.4%), and 3.1% chose not to disclose.
3. The sample population consisted of 23% Hispanic, 0.4% American
Indian/Alaskan Native, 11.7% Asian, 20.4% Black/African American, 43.8%
White/Caucasian, 0.4% Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander, 10.22%
Multiple Race, 4.4% Other, and 8.8% did not disclose.
Research Questions
Three research questions were analyzed by conducting statistical analysis using
descriptive statistics and regression analysis. What is the state of DEI on Seventh-day
Adventist college campuses? 2) What are students’ perceptions of the campus climate
regarding DEI and Collegial Relationships? and 3) What are students’ perceptions of the
campus climate regarding DEI and academic abilities?
Research Question 1: DEI – Descriptive Statistics
1. Supplementary linear regression analysis was conducted to identify whether
any of the demographic variables mattered for the prediction of Diversity,
Equity, and Inclusion. The prediction model was comprised of Gender,
Ethnicity, Veteran Status, and International Student Status. The standard error
of < .05 indicates statistical significance. Diversity and Inclusion were not
statistically significant. One exception was Equity.
110

2. The prediction model for Diversity failed to reach conventional levels of
statistical significance (p = .534). None of the demographic variables or
independent variables reached the statistical significance of < .05.
3. Equity was statistically significant, F (12, 260) = 2.02, R square = .09, p < .05.
Two predictors stood out: College and International Students Status. College
B was statistically significant, and its coefficient was in the negative direction.
College A students reported higher scores on Equity. The report for students
at College B was positive and tended to report lower scores on Equity
compared to College A.
4. The International Students variable was also statistically significant, and its
coefficient was in the positive direction. That indicates international students
tended to report higher scores on Equity compared to domestic students. All
the other predictors were found to be statistically non-significant.
5. Diversity: Overall, there were initial similarities in Diversity as students at
College A and College B believed there to be a diverse group of students and
employees at their universities. Most students at both college A and College B
did not believe they should be the spokesperson for the specific categories of
students from their racial/ethnic group, students who were their same gender,
students with disabilities, students who identified as (LGBTQIAPK+) students
who shared their religious views, students with international status, or students
who have veteran status. Students tended to believe that specific minority
groups and students who were initially unprepared for college-level work
should be a priority at the university. Moreover, a large percentage of students
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at College A College B believed that their universities should increase the
numbers and percentages of minority student graduates. College A and
College B agreed there were opportunities available for students to make
suggestions for improvement in diversity programming at their universities.
Also, College A and College B agreed there is a necessary commitment
needed by their universities to increase the numbers and percentages of
minority student graduates. Lastly, nearly two-thirds of the students at College
A and College B were satisfied with the responsiveness of their universities to
the diverse needs of the changing demographics of students.
6. There were substantial similarities in Equity among students. Most students at
College A and College B did not believe programs for minority students were
remedial in nature, and they agreed campus programs for minority students
were a central part of the university’s mission because they agreed campus
programs addressing diversity were educationally effective. Overall, both
College A and College B believed women and minorities had opportunities
equal to the opportunities men had.
7. Inclusion survey items addressed levels of comfort and students’ educational
experiences. Both College A and College B expressed agreeable levels of
comfort when it came to socializing with people from the same cultural
background as their own and participating in campus activities that focused on
cultures other than their own. Both institutions, however, indicated higher
levels of comfort when participating in activities focused on other cultures
over socializing with people from the same cultural background. Also,
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students did not believe that students could only benefit from educational
experiences if they were receptive to new ideas. 3.4% of students agreed that
only students who were receptive to new ideas could benefit from the
educational experiences at their university. Likewise, most students at College
A and College B disagreed that students who were not proficient in English
were not able to benefit from the educational experiences at their university.
The final analysis of Inclusion indicated 85% of the students from College A
and from College B rejected the idea of diverse programming creating a
financial hinderance for their university’s available resources. Most students
at College A and College B disagreed with the idea that the inclusion of
minority students was a stigma on the institution's prestige. A small
percentage of students at both institutions strongly agreed that including
minority students at their universities created a stigma on the university’s
prestige.
Research Question 2: DEI and Collegial Relationships – Regression Analysis
1. Both College A and College B indicated similar findings corresponding to
DEI and Collegial Relationships.
a. Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion were all significant.
b. Diversity and Inclusion were positively correlated with Collegial
Relationships. Higher Diversity and Inclusion scores resulted in higher
Collegial Relationships.
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c. The coefficient for Equity was in the negative direction. This indicated
students who had higher scores on Equity tended to report lower scores on
Collegial Relationships.
d. Equity made the greatest contribution to the prediction of Collegial
Relationships, which was followed by Diversity.
2. College A and College B disagreed that superficial relationships existed
among differing groups.
a. Nearly a quarter of the students at College B agreed that superficial
relationships did exist among differing groups.
b. There was a statistically significantly difference in students who strongly
agreed and those who strongly disagreed at College B.
3. At College A, most students did not believe there was a problem with
prejudice among students.
a. College B revealed a disparity between the highest percentage and the
second highest percentage.
b. The second highest percentage believed prejudice existed among students.
c. College A and College B indicated high percentages of students who said
they had neither experienced nor witnessed discrimination in their
collegial relationships.
d. College B revealed more encounters of discrimination than College A.
4. Students at College A and College B differed in their beliefs regarding shared
governance.
a. College A believed there was shared governance.
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b. College B yielded closer percentages of students in agreement and
students in disagreement.
c. Overall, students at both College A and College B were satisfied with their
relationships with other students and employee interactions.
5. Students at College A and College B identified whether they had witnessed or
experienced discrimination in terms of specific categories: ability, race,
gender, international status, ethnicity, sexual orientation, class, and religion.
a. College A did not witness or experiencing discrimination or prejudice in
any of the categories.
b. Most students at College B indicated they had not witnessed or
experienced discrimination or prejudice in any of the categories, but some
indicated they sometimes witnessed or experienced discrimination or
prejudice in their collegial relationships.
c. Religion was the only category that had a significantly lower percentage
between the categories of “never” and “often.”
Research Question 3: DEI and Academic Abilities – Regression Analysis
1. Regression analysis indicated Diversity and Equity were statistically nonsignificant in relation to academic abilities.
a. Inclusion was a significant predictor as it related to Academic Abilities.
b. The more inclusive a campus was, students tended to feel they were more
academically capable.
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a. Most of the demographic variables were statistically non-significant, but
the Asian variable reported higher Academic Ability scores compared to
students who declined to identify their ethnic background.
2. College A and College B believed most enrolled students were academically
prepared for college.
3. Students who were proficient in English were not the only students who were
prepared academically for college.
4. College B revealed a higher percentage of students who disagreed than
College A.
5. College A and College B who overwhelmingly agreed that students from the
mainstream culture are not the only students who are adequately academically
prepared for college.
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CHAPTER FIVE
SUMMARY
Introduction
The need to address Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion on university campuses was
critical (Mason, 2011; A. Harris, 2021; W. Harris, 2017; Harrison, 2016; L. Wood et al.,
2016), as an increased number of marginalized students (Nonwhite student attendance
has increased 191.1% since 1976) have enrolled in colleges (Hanson, 2021). For
marginalized students a sense of belonging was believed to aid in improved collegial
relationships and better academic performance (Fan et al., 2021; Mayhew et al., 2016;
Strayhorn, 2019). This belief pivoted off of Mason’s (2011) Campus Climate Survey
study.
Although conversations on the topic of Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion are
ongoing across America (Douglas et al., 2021; A. Harris, 2021; Mason, 2011), there
appears to be limited research on the climate of university campuses as it relates to DEI
and faith-based institutions of higher learning. This is especially true within the Seventhday Adventist (SDA) educational system. The purpose of this study was to explore the
campus climate at two faith-based institutions of higher learning on Diversity, Equity,
and Inclusion as perceived by students. The study also intended to determine the impact
Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion had on collegial relationships and the academic abilities
of students.
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Research Design and Sampling
A quantitative research design using descriptive statistics and regression analysis
was the most appropriate manner to examine the research questions to uncover students’
perceptions of Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion as they relate to students’ collegial
relationships and academic abilities. The criterion used for this sampling directly
reflected the purpose of this study and guided the identification of students’ perceptions
of the campus climate (Hanson, 2021; Mertler & Vannatta, 2017; Sablan, 2019; Scott &
Siltanen, 2017). An electronic survey using Class Climate was sent to approximately
5,078 undergraduate and graduate students at two universities in the Midwestern and
Southeastern United States.
Conceptual Framework
The conceptual framework guiding this study related to issues centered around
Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion on college campuses. College campuses around the
United States have grappled with how to define diversity and ensure their institutions are
actually diverse. They have also struggled with defining equity as a distinct category of
its own and not one that means equality or inclusion. Students have struggled with feeling
included and finding their place among their peers and forming meaningful collegial
relationships. They have desired to see others who look like them, sound like them, and
operate like them in all facets of the collegial experience. In more recent years, higher
education institutions have actually sought remedies and resolutions to address this ageold concern. Concerns with diversity, equity, and inclusion are not new. These concerns
have existed since the beginning of education in America, and they have challenged
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higher education institutions to change course in their operations and find a way to foster
these needs and desires of students.
While the needs and desires of students on campus were certainly relevant factors,
they were not the only factors shaping how colleges addressed concerns related to DEI.
Society was another factor. Society has directly impacted students and how they operate
on campuses and in their daily interactions. College students are continually seeing what
is happening in the world as it relates to social injustices, discrimination, and prejudice,
and they are, in turn, seeing the very same things occur on their campuses. How these
students process all of these issues concerning DEI shapes their overall collegial
experience, including how their collegial relationships and academic abilities are
impacted.
The literature review denotes there is a direct relationship between these three and
their direct impact on students’ Academic Abilities and their Collegial Relationships
(Barr & McClellan, 2018; Fan et al., 2021; Mayhew et al., 2016; Sankofa et al., 2019;
Schuh et al., 2016). Furthermore, my assumptions guided me to believe the enacted
culture theory, intergroup contact theory, and diversity interaction theory would all
provide a structured framework explaining the perceived state of DEI on college
campuses and why diversity, equity, and inclusion could impact students’ academic
abilities and collegial relationships (Christ & Kauff, 2019; W. Harris, 2017; Hodson et
al., 2018; Means & Pyne, 2017).
The enacted culture theory was the foundational theory used to provide the
context for students’ perceptions of the campus climate in general. Because the campus
climate is what was explored in this study, this theory was qualified to gauge the tenor of
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the campus climate by first considering the position researchers would take in exploring
this type of study. This entails three identifiers: establishing the difference between
objective and enactive environments, exploring the implications of an interpretive
perspective, and examining the perceptions associated with managing an enacted
environment. From the standpoint of students, this theory sought to explore how students
perceived the campus climate in relation to their own contextual reality and explored how
students’ present reality determined whether they would interact with the campus
community. Ultimately, their perceived environment mattered in clarifying why they
thought in a particular manner or why they felt a certain way.
The intergroup contact theory (Allport, 1954; Hodson et al., 2018) logically
proceeded the enacted culture theory, as it sought to examine the concept of diversity and
whether it was an actual issue that warranted recognition and initiatives. The crux of this
study hinged on the belief that diversity, equity, and inclusion directly impacted academic
abilities and collegial relationships. The literature substantiating this theory highlighted
the idea that diverse groups should not be separated, and their interactions could, indeed,
produce positive outcomes. It conclusively believed marginalized students were more
like students identified in the majority group than they were different, and lifelong
friendships and increased academic growth could occur.
The final theory pivoted from the intergroup contact theory in that it embraced
and confirmed the previous reservations regarding diversity occupying a space in any
conversation. The diversity interaction theory (W. Harris, 2017; Kilgo et al., 2019)
essentially highlighted the need for scaffolding students’ diverse interactions. They
would evolve from societal thinkers to conscious thinkers to critical thinkers. This though
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process was termed effortful thinking. This theory was beneficial to this study in that it
ultimately deduced that the campus climate thrived best with intergroup relations. These
intergroup relations created learning and development that provided a link between
diversity and learning and achieving the central goals of higher education (W. Harris,
2017; Kilgo et al., 2019).
Demographics
I distributed a survey to 5,078 students and 288 students responded from both
universities combined. Most of the respondents attended College A (57%) and 43%
attended College B. While most students responded to all questions, there was varied mix
of students who did not respond to some of the questions. From both study groups, the
data revealed distinctions in types of responses based on which college each respondent
group attended. Whether a student attended College A or College B demonstrated how
students perceived their campus environment in relation to Diversity, Equity, Inclusion,
Collegial Relationships, and Academic Abilities. Because two colleges were assessed for
this study, this study differs slightly from Mason’s (2011) study. Mason’s (2011) study
assessed one small Midwestern college with a smaller student population.
For the gender demographic question, 275 students responded. More females
(67%) responded to the survey than males (28%). This larger female response rate
revealed interesting findings later in the Equity section of question 1 related to the fact
that most respondents believed females to have equal and equitable access. The
remaining categories had smaller representations totaling 4.44%. These gender statistics
align with the national averages found in the United States as far as females representing
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the larger population of undergraduate and graduate students enrolled in colleges
(Hanson, 2021). In this study, however, females represent 67% of the undergraduate and
graduate population at College A and B combined, while the national average for 2022 is
55.5%.
For the ethnicity demographic question, 288 students responded. There were a
variety of respondents from the largest being Caucasian/White (43.8%) to Hispanics
(23%) to Black or African Americans (20.4%). For each individual campus, College A
had a majority White/Caucasian population (49%) and College B had a relatively lower
population than College A, but White/Caucasian was still the majority (37%). The second
largest ethnic population at each college was Hispanic (32%) and Black or African
American (26.1%) respectively. These populations possibly vary by university based on
where each university is located in the United States. Another reason the percentages of
Hispanic versus Black or African American respondents may differ is because there were
students who identified as Multiple Race and Other who may have actually felt they
belonged in ethnic group categories that were not listed.
From 2011 when Mason’s data were compared to the present, 2022, the ethnic
distribution percentages have shifted. In Mason’s (2011) study, the majority population
was White students n =151 (86.8%) and the minority population was Ethnic Minorities n
= 19 (10.9%). Mason’s (2011) Ethnic Minorities population sample consisted of
American Indian/Alaskan Native, African American, Black, Other Asian, Filipino,
Hmong, Mexican (Mexican American, Chicano), Other Hispanic, and Pacific Islander.
The current study’s ethnic minority sample consisted of Hispanic, American
Indian/Alaskan Native, Black/African American, Asian, Native Hawaiian or Other
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Pacific Islander, Multiple Race, and Other. The current study indicated an increase in
Ethnic Minorities to n = 182 (70.52%), and White at n = 120 (43.8%).
This increase could account for a couple of things: (a) Mason’s (2011) study was
conducted at one small public Midwestern predominantly White institution; (b) The
current study was conducted at 2 faith-based institutions located in the Midwest and in
the Southeast; and (c) Mason’s study was offered to undergraduate students only. The
total population of Mason’s (2011) study was n = 1,904 with a sample size of n = 174.
The current study had a total population of n = 5,080 with a sample size of n = 288.
At first glance, this could appear to represent a decrease in the Caucasian/White
population, but a more reasonable assumption would indicate the increase in minority
participants could exist as a result of the survey being available to the entire student
population, two universities were studied, and the study aligns with the increasing
numbers of ethnic minorities in colleges in universities nationwide (Arday, 2021;
Dedman, 2019; Hanson, 2021).
The Citizenship category had fewer responses than the other categories. There
were 227 respondents to the Citizenship question. Of these, 78.3% identified as domestic
students, 16.2% identified as international, and 16.5% chose not to disclose. Determining
citizenship status is essential because many international students are considered
minorities. This is also significant because as minorities, international students’
perceptions of the campus climate may vary from domestic students’ perspectives (Barr
& McClellan, 2018; Sankofa et al., 2019; Schuh et al., 2016). More specific findings for
international student status are discussed below in the findings for Research Question 1.
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Findings, Discussion, and Comparisons of Research Questions
In this section, I summarize the findings for the three research questions: What is
the state of DEI on Seventh-day Adventist college campuses? What are students’
perceptions of the campus climate regarding DEI and Collegial Relationships? What are
students’ perceptions of the campus climate regarding DEI and Academic Abilities?
Research Question 1: The State of DEI on College Campuses
Findings
Students were asked about the state of Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion on
Seventh-day Adventist college campuses. Findings produced the following mean scores
for DEI: Diversity 2.7 (67.5%), Equity 2.7 (72%), and Inclusion 2.7 (57%). Additionally,
supplementary t-test analyses were conducted for each university separately because of
the two predictors that stood out: College and International Student Status. This analysis
differed slightly from Mason’s (2011) as it conducted the supplementary analysis.
Discussion and Comparisons
Results from the study indicated that Diversity and Equity were higher than that
of Inclusion. This indicates the two universities appeared to be very diverse and equitable
to students, but students felt the universities were not inclusive. This is similar to what
has been seen throughout the history of higher education in America. Since its nascency,
the laws preventing the education of minorities made it clear that minorities were not
given any opportunities to learn, let alone equally proportionate opportunities (Clay,
1886; A. Harris, 2021).
Although changes occurred and opportunities were later provided for minorities to
learn, they were not allowed to learn with the majority group. A demonstrated
124

recognition of diversity is certainly not the equivalent of an acceptance of diversity. The
Civil Rights Act of 1875 prevented racial discrimination in public places, forcing a step
beyond the recognition of diversity to forcing schools to desegregate. The separate but
equal bill was passed thus indirectly creating a documented division of races in the
education system. There was diversity and nominal equity, but there was no inclusion. A
similar, yet slightly different, conversation exists among scholars where Diversity and
Inclusion tend to present a more doable concept than equity (Love, 2020). Equity was
considered more controversial. This is further discussed with Collegial Relationships.
In 2022, this is an important finding. Case and point, marginalized students in
2022 still do not see themselves as being included. This is problematic, as this is not a
new issue. This is an ongoing repeated issue in the history of higher education. The data
supports my belief that something must be done to ensure students feel included.
Educators and administrators on college campuses similar to the ones in this study must
begin to set the framework to explore what elements of this finding can actually be
changed as it relates to inclusion. This need for an exploration provides the ideal segue
for more conversations to be had surrounding inclusion. Furthermore, Mason’s (2011)
study did not include the term Equity, rather, it assigned Inclusion as the term for many
categories that align with the definition of equity today in 2022. There is a stark
difference between Equity and Inclusion. Again, this reaffirms why providing clear and
distinct definitions and understandings for DEI is imperative. More specifically in this
case, Inclusion does not mean equitable. The terms are not interchangeable. This data
demonstrates the need for understanding this.
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In a further attempt to explore responses to question 1, supplementary t-test
analyses were run. There was a slight statistically significant difference between the two
universities as it related to Equity. College A students reported higher scores on Equity
than College B. This could have been the case because one school may have represented
a more diverse student body than the other. It could also be the case that College A could
have felt more equitable practices and initiatives were in place as opposed to College B.
This could have also occurred because one institution may have had a more central focus
on equitable initiatives. As it relates to the original results, one could ascertain that maybe
students are unsure how to define Equity and more information on what constitutes
Equity needs to be explored. Each of these would need to be further explored to make a
definitive determination.
The same held true for Domestic Students versus International Students.
International Students tended to report higher scores on Equity compared to domestic
students. Here again, another notable discovery emerged from the t-test results. There
would need to be a thorough exploration that examined why Domestic Students do not
feel there are equitable practices, yet International Students do. International students
may be more familiar with Equitable practices compared to domestic student, which
could explain why one group felt more equitable practices were available. Further,
domestic students are not as prone to reach out for accommodations, whereas more
international students may. Again, further exploration would be needed to reach more
definitive conclusions here.
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Diversity. Overall, students expressed satisfaction with Diversity at both
universities. As it relates to the questions that specifically addressed Diversity, most
students expressed their satisfaction with the diversity of the cultural backgrounds of the
employees and students at their university but did not feel they were responsible for being
spokespersons for specific marginalized groups with whom they identified (racial/ethnic,
gender, students with disabilities, LGBTQIAPK+, religious, and international students).
Unlike their sentiments concerning their civic responsibility to be a spokesperson
for groups with which they identified, students tended to believe the university should
prioritize students from specific minority groups and students who are initially
unprepared for college level work. Moreover, they believed that their universities should
increase the numbers and percentages of minority student graduates. Additionally, most
students agreed there were opportunities available to make suggestions for improvement
in diversity programming at their universities. Mason’s (2011) study shared similar
results. Students also favored the idea that their universities should commit to increasing
the numbers and percentages of minority student graduates, as this corresponded to their
universities accommodating the diverse needs of the changing demographics of students.
Regarding available opportunities for students to make suggestions for
improvement in diversity programming at their universities, most students agreed there
were opportunities available. Mason’s (2011) study shared similar results. Students also
favored the idea that their universities should commit to increasing the numbers and
percentages of minority student graduates, as this corresponded to their universities
accommodating the diverse needs of the changing demographics of students.
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The demographics of college campuses are reflective of organizations and
corporations in society. Over the last ten years, there has been a more central focus on
diversity. They have started created programming, changing their hiring practices, and
addressing issues as it relates to diversity. This could very well be the reason the majority
of students did not express concerns with diversity on the survey. On the surface, they
could see diversity. However, at one institution, data revealed that there was still some
concerns with their campuses becoming more diverse. This could have been the case
because the majority of students identified as White, and in their own social circles they
are not directly seeing a supposed problem in front of them.
To address this more directly, students were offered open-ended responses
concerning whether or not they had witnessed or experienced discrimination or prejudice.
One student stated, “[College A] is one of the best universities that I have witnessed in
terms of diversity and inclusion. There are clear expectations for everyone! I love my
university and although this is my first semester, I haven’t witnessed any discrimination.
I love the diversity.”
This kind of response is significant because it represents a minority that sees a
variety of students around them, but they may not be seeing the full picture. Colleges
contain cohorts and other programs where students often times only see the people in
those cohorts. This is another instance where context matters. If students operate in a
cyclical specific context, questions could arise concerning whether or not they truly have
access to the overall picture, versus a picture reflective of out of sight out of mind.
The other side to this is some students who are a part of the majority White
population feel they are not able to get to the root of diversity concerns because they are
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not allowed to speak on their concerns without being labeled. For example, a student
from College B responded, “Nowadays, it seems having a discussion about diversity or
correcting certain behaviors is considered an act of prejudice.” Not only do we need to
open people’s eyes to the issues surrounding diversity, but we also must ensure that those
who represent the majority and have questions about diversity are not seemingly
dismissed and labeled for desiring to better understand.
These comments are powerful in that they offer insight to the types of
conversations that need to be had on both campuses. Definitions of and examples of what
diversity really is needs to be discussed and students should be allowed to have voice in
helping to define what this looks like on their campuses.
Equity. With the growing number of diverse students and their growing needs,
students assessed the benefits of equitable programs at their universities. Most believed
programs for minority students were a central part of the university's mission and did not
tend to be remedial in nature. Moreover, students agreed these programs were actually
effective in addressing equity. Although the female category was representative of
diversity, it was mentioned here because females were a distinct category included in
diversity (Banks, 2015; Bonilla-Silva, 2010; Ladson-Billings, 2021; Washington &
Harvey, 1989), and like Mason’s (2011) study, students overwhelmingly believed women
and minorities collectively have opportunities equitable and equal to the opportunities
men have.
The conversation surrounding women suggests exponential strides in the right
direction for women. When women were first educated, it was with the intent to keep
them skilled at taking care of the home (A. Harris, 2021). Minorities, women, and
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inferior groups inescapably get trapped in a web of not getting paid equally, which
recycles back to the concept of the need for affirmative action (Craig et al., 2018).
Affirmative action engulfs the idea of providing equity in all aspects of education among
many other areas. It imperative to prevent universities from reverting back to a place
where women and marginalized group were not included. We must continue to make
strides where all other marginalized groups feel they have equitable opportunities as well.
This is especially pertinent since impending legislation is attempting to remove
affirmative action and initiatives that allow equitable practices.
Inclusion. Inclusion focused on marginalized students having programming
representative of their diverse groups. Concerns about the economic impact of these
programs on the institution’s resources as well as the inclusion of minority students being
a stigma on the institution’s prestige were considered. While most students did not feel
that using the university’s resources to create diverse programming created a financial
burden on the institution, some students felt that including minority students at their
universities created a stigma on the university’s prestige. While funding these programs
was not the big picture issue, Inclusion was. The data reveal that currently, in 2022,
White majority students feel that including marginalized students at their universities
somehow lowers the ranking or standing of these universities. If this is how students are
thinking, the question researchers and university decision-makers should explore is how
they can change students’ perceptions of Inclusion on their campus. The desire should
absolutely be for students to have campus pride and want to feel that the happenings on
their campuses are important, but students’ perceptions that their campus should only be
a truly White campus or that they cannot have the same pride in their campus if other
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groups of students are included must be changed. Researchers need to explore why the
honor and glory of the university is not inclusive of everyone. An exploration must take
place that centers around allowing students to embrace an inclusive body of students
from a variety of backgrounds.
While some students are still not comfortable with the idea of the inclusion of
marginalized students, Means and Pyne’s (2017) study does support an attempt at
understanding why students have strong beliefs regarding their campus climate. Means
and Pyne (2017) pivoted their study off of Tierney’s (1987) Enacted Culture Theory. This
theory gauges the tenor of the campus climate by considering students’ perceptions of the
climate as a whole. Means and Pyne’s (2017) explored the difference between an
objective environment and an inactive environment, the implications of an interpretive
perspective for researchers, and perceptions associated with managing an enacted
environment.
Their research revealed two distinct indicators that are prevalent in this study: (a)
students perceive the campus climate according to their own contextual reality, and these
perceptions significantly define their experiences and expectations, and (b) students’
individual present realities and the realities of those with whom they encounter ultimately
determine their interactions.
Concerning the state of DEI on SDA college campuses, students were specifically
asked if they had ever witnessed or experienced discrimination or prejudice (Q6) in
relation to ability, race, gender, international status, ethnicity, sexual orientation, class, or
religion (Q6.1 – Q6.8). As a follow-up, students were allowed to explain their selections
via open-ended responses. At College A, the data revealed students believed prejudice
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and discrimination did not occur on their campus. College B revealed students
experienced more encounters with discrimination. Religion was the only category that
had a significantly lower percentage of discrimination at both College A and College B.
The collective sampling of the open-ended student responses below describes students’
thoughts.
As it related to overall Inclusion, one student at College A indicated, “Diversity
programs are retarded and racist.” At College B, students said, “I haven’t witnessed
specific discrimination for race/ethnicity, but I’m the majority, so that doesn’t mean it
isn’t there.” “The main issue is that we have a hard time deciding who is the true victim
or if there was even a victim in the first place. It is worse when some people play the
victim in order to win sympathy from others and cause a ruckus.” These open-ended
responses were a stark contradiction to the responses in a study by Fan et al. (2021). In
their study, they found students believed their campuses did not demonstrate
discrimination or prejudice. As a matter of fact, they spoke very highly of their
institutions and how diverse they actually were.
One student in this study challenged my intellectual competency for creating this
adapted survey by stating,
This is such a weird survey, it would help if the person who wrote this survey,
spoke English at an adequate level to explain some of this questions properly,
they are poorly written questions. The primary purpose of a university should be
education, all these silly questions show that education is no longer important,
rather it is indoctrination into leftist post-modern Marxist ideology.

132

This demonstrates an opinion that education should only be about learning, not about
collegial relationships.
A final open-ended response from College B demonstrated the frustrations of a
student who identified with the majority.
The University has been purposeful in hiring and recruiting students and faculty of
minority status to the point where the “majority” gets discriminated against because
of the push to be diverse. The majority is becoming the minority in some areas of
campus when compared to the cultural percentage of our nation. [College B] has
embraced a lot of the “woke” culture and we are allowing it to change who we are as
a school. We are supposed to be world changers here. Not the other way around.
Again, these responses are further evidence that college campuses must find a
way to show the value in inclusion. They must educate the student body and also
demonstrate why inclusion does not take away from one’s satisfaction or love for their
institution. In fact, being a more diverse campus would actually be more like society.
Similar to the diversity discussion, there may be the need for colleges to offer education
on what inclusion truly means.
Research Question 2: DEI and Collegial Relationships
Findings
Students were asked about Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion as it related to
Collegial Relationships. Diversity and Inclusion revealed a positive correlation with
Collegial Relationships, while Equity revealed a negative correlation. Data revealed the
higher the scores students reported for Diversity and Inclusion, the more collegiality
students felt on their respective campus. There is a strong relationship between students’
understanding of Diversity and Inclusion and how this will help them with their Collegial
Relationships. The data further revealed that there is no relationship between Equity and
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Collegial Relationships. Students do not view Equity as a part of their relationships.
Thus, they do not see how Equity plays a role in building and strengthening their
relationships. Again, we see that the value of Equity is not clear to the student population
and education is necessary.
Discussion and Comparisons
Students at both colleges felt Diversity and Inclusion had a direct correlation with
Collegial Relationships. This correlation is not surprising. It would have been a realistic
prediction for the results to demonstrate that this generation understands Diversity and
Inclusion. This is even more understandable as it relates to their social circles. Students’
responses to experiences and expectations were expressed regarding their comfort levels.
Students expressed understandable sentiments of feeling more comfortable
socializing with people from the same cultural background as their own and participating
in campus activities that focused on cultures other than their own. Both institutions,
however, indicated higher levels of comfort when participating in activities focused on
other cultures over socializing with people from the same cultural background. Similarly,
Mason (2011) agreed that it was not uncommon for students to feel most comfortable
associating with people from their shared background. Overall, Mason’s (2011) study
supported equitable practices in Collegial Relationships.
The data revealed that when students are friends with students from other cultural
backgrounds, most did not tend to perceive their friendships as superficial. This differed
slightly for students at College B. A quarter of them believed their friendships to be fake.
This did leave room to question why a group of students at College B tended to feel
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insincere relationships existed among friends. College A and Mason (2011) reported
great student-to-student, student-to-faculty, and student-to-staff relationships.
This same conclusion was not reached for the two colleges in this 2022 study.
Students explicitly stated that they had no issues connecting and interacting with other
students, but they did have issues connecting and interacting with faculty and
administrators. This is a concern that must further be explored to determine why students
feel DEI concerns should extend outside of their mere interactions with others students
but also include those who instruct them and make decisions for their universities.
Having the connections with these two groups creates more advantages for students. This
aligns with Lerang et al.’s (2021) belief that students with better relationships in these
areas thrive and perform better. These relationships are built through student receiving
high quality instruction and instructional support.
In 2022, universities must hear the voice of the students and provide quality
instruction and instructors. Students in 2022 are saying they do not feel they can perform
well without this support. For students, this shift into ensuring connections are formed
between students and faculty must begin from the top down. At College A, some
adminstrators are attempting to move in a positive direction of change to improve their
campus. College B provides quality support, but students’ voices indicate an exercise in
emotional intelligence may be necessary for faculty and administrators. These are both
necessary to increase students’ performance (Fan et al., 2021; Mayhew et al., 2016;
Strayhorn, 2019) that could ultimately result in students graduating.
As it related to Equity and Collegial Relationships, these findings presented a
seemingly curious conclusion: Equity had no impact on Collegial Relationships.
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However, this is the conclusion that should have been expected. Students do not know
how to define Equity or what it truly embodies. They have been fostered in a world
where Equity means equal, and they are told, “Everyone wins.” Students do not see
Equity as having any sort of connection with them building or building Collegial
Relationships. This is because they are operating in a more feelings-based approach
rather than an equitable approach. This can also be deemed as operating in what seems
fair. This type of thinking warrants caution. What is fair for one may not be constructed
the same way as what is fair for another. Equity allows for modifications and
accommodations to be inserted where they are deemed befitting or suitable on a case-bycase basis. This is why Equity may seem a bit more trivial than Diversity and Inclusion.
Love (2020) added to the conversation of this study by highlighting the fact that
Equity seemed to be a bit more controversial than Diversity and Inclusion as it related to
Collegial Relationships. Equity had always been that piece that seemed to cause
confusion, along with an unwarranted fear among the majority population.
On the surface, Equity seemed to produce advantages for marginalized students
while seemingly failing to provide equal advantages to the majority population. The
meaning of Equity was misunderstood, and equity had to be explained as a means of
providing marginalized groups with an equal opportunity by placing them at a starting
point that might require giving more for them to meet the point of equality with others
(Love, 2020). Here is another way to clarify the misplaced conceptions concerning
Equity. In addressing slavery, President Lyndon B. Johnson suggested, “You do not take
a person, who for years has been hobbled by chains, and liberate him, bring him up to the
starting line of a race, and then say, “You are free to compete with all the others” and still
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justly believe that you have been completely fair.” What is fair for one may not be
equitable for another.
Dialogue around this confusion and perceived favoritism has caused the majority
population to have an unwarranted fear of becoming the minority. A 2017 census
projection indicated that by the year 2045, the nation would become “minority White,”
comprising 49.7% of the population (Frey, 2018). This statistical fact created fear in
some of the majority population. We see this is the views of the students and their
thoughts on their own schools. They are fearful that by becoming more Equitable and
Inclusive, it somehow diminishes that pride that one could have in their institution.
The research of Craig et al. (2018) corroborates this fear and suggests it created
tension between the majority and minority population. More explicitly, the fear was that
minorities would somehow take control of the nation and be in power. This highlighted
Craig et al. (2018) terming of “In-group protectiveness” and “out-of-group-antagonistic
attitudes” that often result from these groups. Because it is believed that the minority
group could become the majority, it is also believed that they will take over and should
be defended against. We even saw this in the insurrection on the capital on January 6,
2021.
When majority groups establish these kinds of defenses, and phantom problems
are created (Craig et al., 2018), survey data produces findings that align with the current
study. Equity produces the opposite impact of Diversity and Inclusion. Diversity and
Inclusion may be acceptable, but in the minds of some, providing equitable access means
one group losing power and another gaining it. Whether or not there is research to
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support these perceived threats, marginalized groups inescapably get trapped in a web of
not receiving equitable treatment.
Borman and Pyne (2016) joined this same conversation by introducing the
concept of stereotype threat that was similar to Craig et al.’s (2018) research. Stereotype
threat is the apprehension that individuals experience when confronted with a personally
relevant stereotype that threatens their social identity or self-esteem (Steele & Aronson,
1995). Again, this reemphasizes Means and Pyne’s (2017) study regarding students’
perceptions of the campus climate defining their own contextual realities, experiences,
and expectations.
Here we see another mirror of history. And again, the goal is to progress, not
regress. The data showed this negative relationship between Collegial Relationships and
Equity, researchers and higher education decision-makers must find ways to assist
students in understanding what equity truly means.
Another split occurred regarding prejudice and discrimination at both universities.
Students’ open-ended responses related to DEI and Collegial Relationships across all
areas of the campus revealed the following responses. As it related to Race and Collegial
Relationships, one student asserted,
I am very disappointed with the culture [of] all [College A] facilities … Their motto
is “extending the Healing ministry of Christ,” and they claim to proclaim Christ, but
their actions show otherwise. As a doctoral student at [College A], I have felt
discriminated against due to my race and female gender. I have seen faculty at
[College A] reprimand and take strict disciplinary actions with certain students but
turn a blind eye to the actions of students who fit the “blonde hair, blue eyed” or male
categories. As a student, I feel like the [College A] organization is unfair and
prejudice.
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Another student felt, “… Black men are not represented enough at this institution. I feel
like we have the least population at this university. I feel that Adventist (and Christian)
views are included excessively and to the exclusion of other beliefs in course content.”
Students at College B stated, “Several little racial events seem to build up over
time and may require a statement from the president.” Another stated, “[Two of our
administrators] are race baiters. They are people who stir up or bait racial hatred.” At
College B, students said, “Some of our buildings are minimally accessible for persons
with physical disabilities.
As it related to Gender, a student stated, “As an undergraduate student, I feel like
there is no focused preparation for male nursing students when participating in courses
like OB. I have multiple classmates who have verbalized their limited clinical
experiences during OB clinical, which have been tracked back to being related to their
gender.”
Regarding International Status and Ethnicity, students said, “One can perceive to
be viewed as less than for being Hispanic in a group of mostly-American people.”
Another said, “People comment or make fun of accents.” A student also said, “Students
who don't speak English as their first language do not succeed in my program. I have
faced discrimination from former faculty members and current faculty members because
of my learning disability.”
Regarding Sexual Orientation, students indicated, “Due to this being a private
Adventist school, there are not many opportunities for people with different sexual
orientations.” Another student indicated, “My sexual orientation has been an unnecessary
topic within the class, regarding gossip that occurred outside of class time. Although I am
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sad about it, this is not the time or place that I felt ready to make my personal life
decisions public. I chose to move on from it and continue following my dream of
becoming a PA.” Another stated, “The inclusiveness of the LGBTQ+ community is often
shunned and not discussed in the courses I've completed at [College A]. It is also evident
that if you're not a devout Adventist you are viewed differently and sometimes made to
feel uncomfortable by faculty/staff.” College B students stated, “[College B] is focused
on diversity within ethnic context and generally steps on sexual orientations.”
As it related to Class (Income), students stated, “Regarding income/class
discrimination, I think the high cost of the university is direct discrimination to those who
do not have economic access to the outstanding academic resources that [College A] has
to provide.” “[The] Cool/rich kid” culture still exists. I’m not sure there’s a way to
eliminate it.”
Concerning Religion, students stated, “There are times where my religion is not
respected. I was speaking to someone about my catholic beliefs and they completely
disregarded my opinion and began to explain their religion.” “[College B] always steps
on religion. Religious diversity is even discouraged. Easier to be non-US than gay and
easier to be gay than agnostic or Muslim openly.” “[College B] is a very inclusive
campus with the exceptions of those who are not religious or those of a different religion
as well as those who are not cisgender heterosexuals.”
A final student thought concerning religion,
To be honest [College B] is rotten from its root. All they are doing is treating adults
like kids due to their own religious values and trying to “correct” people who don’t
follow it. Regardless of your religious stance, we have our own rights to date whoever
we want, have sex with a person we love regardless of marital status. All you people
say is just hold it until marriage and talk about post marriage life. I’m sorry but we’re
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college students and at a stage of discovery and go through failure and success on our
own and find our own way of living. The harder you force and guilt trip the students
about dating or having intimate moments like this, the faster this school will vanish.
Take my words seriously. No one in the campus follow or take the obligations
seriously because it is not realistic at all.
While all of these open-ended comments were related to relationships with other
people, none of them were related to students’ interactions with their own peers. The
open-ended responses specifically addressed students’ relationships with faculty. It must
be made clear that these are students’ perceptions of how faculty interacted with other
students, how they treated them, or how faculty treated the survey respondents. These
sentiments express how they feel about the campus as s as a whole.
Researchers may need to further explore why students seemed to link all of their
concerns and issues regarding Collegial Relationships on their relationships with
everyone but their peers. Also, the decisionmakers at these colleges must explore why
students feel this way. As it relates to building relationships, there are programs and
opportunities available for students to connect and build relationships with other students,
but there are not programs that specifically target students and faculty or students and
administrators building positive relationships.
Another possible way to address this student-faculty and student-administrator
disconnect is to have student ambassadors who are involved in leadership positions that
afford them access to the interworking of what takes place behind the scenes at
universities. This sheds light on why things operate in the manner in which they do. This
allows students to have a liaison who, not only represents them, but also has the ability to
recommend and create programming that bridges the gap between student-faculty
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relationships and student-administrator relationships. There must be some form of shared
governance.
Banks (2015) argues there is a need for more emphasis on human rights and less
discrimination. This circles back to students standing up and being spokespersons for
what is right. There must be some sense of shared governance to combat even the few
who witness or experience discrimination. Both universities perceived a sense of shared
governance, but true to form, College B had an almost split group of students who agreed
versus disagreed.
Research Question 3: DEI and Academic Abilities
Findings
Students were asked about Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion as it related to their
academic abilities. The more inclusive a campus was, students tended to feel they were
more academically capable. Diversity and Equity had no major significance, but students
did reveal a connection with feeling included.
Discussion and Comparisons
The findings showed that because students felt included, they performed well in
their academic ability. This presented a parallel to how students responded to the state of
Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion on college campuses (Q1). Students felt the two
universities appeared to be very diverse and equitable to students, but students felt the
universities were not inclusive. This lack of Inclusion would appear to have a direct
connection to the fact that students who feel included seemingly perform better
academically (Fan et al., 2021; Mayhew et al., 2016; Strayhorn, 2019). This presents a
salient point. It demonstrates how a sense of belonging heavily weighs in on whether
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students will perform well. Case and point, students who feel included have a more
positive perception of the campus climate and will likely become more academically
successful.
Questions on the survey asked students what made them feel included. Some
students felt students would be included more if they were receptive to new ideas. There
would need to be more research conducted to fully flesh out this belief. Their being
receptive could allow them to benefit from the educational experiences at their university.
Likewise, most students collectively believed that students who were not proficient in
English were included and could, indeed, benefit from the educational experiences at
their university.
Overall, when students feel a sense of belonging and feel included at their
institution, they form better relationships and strive to achieve more academically. The
power of relational connections goes hand-in-hand with improving academic abilities
(Barr & McClellan, 2018; Fan et al., 2021; Mayhew et al., 2016; Sankofa et al., 2019;
Schuh et al., 2016). Mason’s (2011) overall findings indicated a positive correlation
between DEI and academic abilities. Like the current study, Mason’s (2011) most
respondents believed all students are academically prepared and educational experiences
at the university are advantageous.
The Diversity Interaction Theory speaks to this idea of students’ educational
experiences. W. Harris (2017) and Kilgo et al. (2018) highlight the concept of scaffolding
students’ diverse interactions to enhance their thinking. While this theory is not
indicating students must be receptive to new ideas, it does promote faculty scaffolding
student-thinkers from societal thinkers to conscious thinkers, to critical thinkers. This
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kind of effortful thinking can only be done through culturally and racially diverse
collaboration. This collaboration of learning and development ultimately results in newer
recognized forms of diversity, with campus climate and intergroup relations ranking at
the top as having the most impact (W. Harris, 2017; Kilgo et al., 2018).
Intergroup Contact Theory offers substantial support for this survey data. Hodson
et al.’s (2018) research that stemmed from Allport’s (1954) theory, calls into question
whether diversity is an actual issue that warrants recognition and initiatives. This is best
answered by understanding what contact achieves. Hodson et al. (2018) believe contact
shatters the walls of segregation. Their firm belief in desegregation returns to the key
aspects of the Intergroup Contact Theory: association, equity, interdependence, and
overall university support. The students on the marginalized side of these segregated
groups share more commonalities with the majority than likely perceived. An added
bonus Hodson et al. (2018) offer is factual support that denotes an explicit link between
DEI and academic growth.
As with the overall state of DEI at SDA institutions and the correlation between
DEI and Collegial Relationships, students also shared open-ended responses related to
Academic Abilities. They are listed for both College A and College B. As it related to
Ability, “[There are] people making assumptions about others with physical and
intellectual disabilities.” A different student said,
When it comes to students needing extra time on tests they make those students come
half an hour earlier sometimes even earlier to take the exam in a completely different
room. I believe that’s unfair because those students have to take extra time to travel
so that means they have to get up earlier, they have to go to school earlier, it’s just
more stressful I feel like for that specific situation all students should start the exam at
the same time. I’ve heard from the students that it has made situations more stressful
for them and made them feel uncomfortable with the other classmates.
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Another said,
Some of the instructors have essentially diagnosed students with learning disabilities
who then had to undergo testing and were found not to have any disabilities. When
confronting the instructors about it, they are continuing to be told that they have
disabilities and it’s frustrating. We also had a student who had a difficult time
learning content due to her language and was dropped from the program. Another
student was marked wrong on a verbal test due to her accent when saying a specific
word.
A student also said, “I have also faced discrimination when I was pregnant and was told
that I had to do wheelies in a wheelchair despite my pregnancy status.”
Summary of Open-ended Discussion for Each Research Question
The open-ended responses seemed to reveal a clear distinction between the areas
of focus at College A and College B. Students at College A tended to focus more on there
being issues with students who do not speak English as their first language being deemed
inadequate or ill prepared for College A. These students also felt there were not programs
geared specifically toward them. While students’ open-ended responses from College B
were more targeted towards the majority feeling they have been left behind and may soon
be the minority, they expressed feeling this way because of so many efforts that targeted
students’ concerns of excluding minorities.
Discussion and Comparison of Public Universities and Faith-based Universities
This study reveals some glaring truths regarding public universities and private
universities. As it relates to the demographics of each study, 11 years ago, public
institutions demonstrated a lack of diversity in demographic categories. The United States
Census has changed the identifiers and categories for minorities numerous times and only
changed the identifiers and categories for the majority a couple of times (Karklis &
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Badger, 2015). This provides a rather simple explanation for why demographic categories
vary so significantly. Two respondents on my survey shared feedback concerning
demographic categories. One stated, “There is no such thing as Caucasian, only if
someone is Georgian or from Abkhazia, etc. …” Another said, “These so-called
‘demographic’ questions about race and ethnicity contribute to the perpetuation of
structural racism.” These responses highlight the already expressed concern of making
students feel included in their own contexts. While some appreciate and respect the
attempt that was made to provide an all-inclusive and unbiased survey, others truly feel
there was not enough effort.
Another thing to note is the institution in Mason’s (2011) study was a public,
predominantly White university in the Midwest. The universities for the current study are
also predominantly White, but they are faith-based institutions located in the Midwest
and Southeast.
Based on the data, it appears as though the two universities from this study are
marginally different in their perceptions of DEI. One institution may be moving to a more
positive overall understanding of what DEI is as it relates to its student population,
whereas the other institution still has a bit more work, planning, and implementation to
do. At College B, students perceived the overall state of DEI to be lacking in the area of
Inclusion. They also felt this lack of Inclusion has a relationship with students’ lacking in
their academic abilities.
Regarding the state of Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion, in general, public
universities tend to lean more toward perceptions of a more diverse and inclusive campus
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climate (as Equity was not an explicit consideration), and the faith-based institutions
were split.
Considering the survey responses came from two different regions of the country,
it is reasonable to expect that both universities in the Midwest would share similar
findings. This was not the case. The campus climate of the public institution located in
the Midwest aligned more closely with the faith-based institution in the Southeast. The
Midwestern faith-based institution seemed to consistently have higher numbers leaning
more toward an indication that DEI is represented well at the university. But those
numbers were followed by close responses that were the exact opposite of the responses
with the highest percentages.
College A and B’s survey results demonstrated that most students at College A
(84%) and College B (81%) disagreed or strongly disagreed with the idea that the
inclusion of minority students was a stigma on the institution’s prestige. While these
could could easily appear to be an overwhelming number of responses, and their results
should be representative of the final analysis, the research must not stop here. A small
percentage of students at College A and B (3.9% and 5.1%, respectively) strongly agreed
that including minority students at their universities created a stigma on the university’s
prestige.
The fact that any student in 2022 feels that including minority students is
problematic for the universities prestige and creates a negative stigma for the institution
is abysmal. This small percentage of students’ sentiments should be further explored. An
understanding must be gained. Students would likely need to be assessed via a
longitudinal study, and research may need to be explored from previous studies to see if
147

this is a recurring feeling. No student should be made to feel that having their
marginalized group represented creates an overall negative stigma for the university.
As it relates to Collegial Relationships, the public institution revealed overall
findings of diverse, equitable, and inclusive connections with Collegial Relationships.
The same held true for the faith-based university in the Southeast. Again, the faith-based
university in the Midwest indicated students’ perceptions were at borderline margins.
While the majority sentiments did, indeed, prevail, they only prevailed by small margins.
It is necessary to note that a majority vote does not always constitute what is best
practice. Fan et al.’s (2021) study revealed a similar finding. Their study supported this
idea of students who represented the majority seeing no issues, while marginalized
students’ responses revealed in a high (but not the highest) percentage that there actually
was a concern. These findings were consistent with other studies as well (Cantor et al.,
2019; W. Harris, 2017; Harrison, 2016; Mason, 2011; Strayhorn, 2019) that were
conducted in public institutions. Best practices should extend beyond exploring the
results that produce higher percentages in the data analysis and also consider the
percentages from the minority students’ responses that represented a high secondary
percentage. After all, that premise is where the crux of this research rests.
As it relates to Academic Abilities, the public university revealed overall
amenable relationships between diversity, equity, and inclusion as it related to Academic
Ability, and so did the university in the Southeast. The same held true for students in the
faith-based university in the Midwest. One difference was students at both faith-based
universities overwhelmingly believed that only students who were receptive to new ideas
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could benefit from the educational experiences at their university. Students at the public
university did not believe this.
Recommendations
The reason this research first emerged was that I saw a world that seemed to be
categorically confused as it related to diversity, equity, and inclusion. This confusion in
society has matriculated into college campuses. Students then come to college campuses
with hopes of completing programs of study that are, in essence, supposed to prepare
them for the world. However, they are encountering the same types of discrimination and
prejudices within their college communities. Concerning the overall state of DEI,
students do not feel included. As it relates to Collegial Relationships, students feel Equity
is lacking. As revealed in the findings, students’ collegial relationships are lacking, but
not peer-to-peer. Their relationships are suffering as it relates to faculty, staff, and
administration. This is an atrocity. And as it relates to Academic Abilities, students feel a
lack of including them stalls their academic growth and success. This data must not be
ignored. It must be further researched, explored, and acted upon by academicians as well
as decision-makers for colleges and universities.
Though a campus climate survey proves to be a valuable first step in this process
of exploration, it is by no means the last step in the process. This survey instrument and
these findings should be representative of a step taken to ascertain and gather measurable
results to support universities DEI initiatives and strategic plans. It can also be used for
the purposes of analyzing data to inform search and compliance teams regarding effective
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DEI practices for students and for the hiring of faculty who are receptive to diverse
student populations.
These survey findings are an integral part to the university maintaining
transparency and credibility with its students, faculty, staff, administration, and the
public. An active effort to make findings of the research known propels the university in
a positive direction for change. And while this is important, it is not nearly as important
as making the data analysis available to those connected with the community who may
actually attend the university, have family attending, or plan to do so in the future.
The next steps should entail also conducting a mixed-methods study. Because a
survey instrument allows limited latitude for interjecting students’ expressions of
approval or disapproval with DEI initiatives, a mixed-methods approach would allow
students to elaborate more on specific questions instead of the one overarching question
(Q6) that addressed their experience with discrimination or prejudice. While the question
was worded in such a way that it could sufficiently address DEI and their correlation to
Academic Abilities and Collegial Relationships for this study, a mixed-methods study
would allow for richer research findings. These findings could expound upon areas that
explore whether students truly only have concerns with their student-faculty and studentadministration relationships or if their peers are included as a concern as well.
Practice
Theoretically, the campus climate survey and its findings will be made available
to all who desire to view them. However, implementation is the next important step.
Students at College B repeatedly revealed a need for some sort of wedge to drive the
close margins further to higher percentages of students expressing perceptions of DEI
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being present in all areas. There is also a need to provide avenues for students to
comfortably interact with one another and not self-segregate. Hodson et al.’s (2018)
adaptation of Allport’s (1954) Intergroup Contact Theory can provide the next step in the
process. This process allows Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion to be questioned, examined,
explored, understood, and absorbed. It allows for uncomfortable but necessary
discussions to be had. It then emphasizes the reasons for why diverse groups should not
be separated and ultimately highlighting why these diverse interactions are positive.
Hodson et al. (2018) make it very clear that the following pieces are essential and critical
in highlighting why desegregation is critical.
The first piece is association. Association simply demonstrates a domino effect. If
one student has a friend who identifies with a marginalized group outside of the
immediate circle of friends, the first friend tends to be more positive toward friends who
happen to be marginalized students (Hodson et al, 2018). Equality ties with association in
that it refers back to the initial out-group relationship and highlights equality of
relationships. This equality of relationships creates interdependence. In essence, the
relationship of the student with the out-group student is necessary for the friend
observing the relationship to see the value in the out-group relationship (Hodson et al.,
2018). Lastly, overall university support must encourage these relationships of
marginalized students and majority students through programming and planning. This
can be easily developed by teaming up with Student Affairs. It is imperative to involve
Student Affairs in the planning stages, as they are essential to students’ everyday
interactions and functioning on campus.
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A final recommendation is for both universities to ensure there is adequate
representation from marginalized groups in leadership positions. A good start resides in
shared governance. It appears as though schools could benefit from having key students
in leadership positions that are able to understand the interworking of the institution but
also find a way to initiate resolves for DEI with students. I am not referring to a Chief
Diversity Officer, as many of the roles are titular to fill a quota. The aforementioned
leadership positions may include administration, but they are not exclusive to
administration. From student ambassadors to faculty, students need to see themselves in
all aspects of the campus climate (Mayhew et al., 2016; Murphy & Zirkel, 2015; Museus
et al., 2017; Valentine et al., 2012).
Future Research
The 11 years between data collection in 2011 (Mason, 2011) to data collected in
2022 was significant, despite the gap because the research conducted for this study had
not been done at other faith-based institutions. However, 11 years provided a huge
disparity in the evolution of the diverse groups of students who now permeate colleges
and universities nationwide. With that being the overarching concern, there is still the
issue with this study only being conducted at two faith-based institutions. I would
recommend a study of the same magnitude but with added survey questions that more
specifically address some of the marginalized groups that may have been inadvertently
overlooked.
In addition to the recommendation previously stated, I would also recommend
encouraging the administration to make this type of campus climate assessment an
ongoing annual or biennial part of their overall strategic plan for the institution. Diverse,
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equitable, and inclusive practices must always occur. These are not something that end
with a Band-Aid fix. Diverse student populations are only going to grow increasingly
larger.
It may also be necessary to add or remove certain questions. Just like Mason’s
(2011) survey did not directly address Equity, it became necessary to add this category to
my survey. Equity goes hand-in-hand with affirmative action. Affirmative action is the
foundation for most DEI research. It may also prove to be beneficial to conduct a
qualitative study as a follow-up to the survey analysis because sometimes statistical data
only allows for the researcher to focus on higher percentage versus overarching recurring
themes. Case and point, many of the students at College B expressed issues and concerns
with DEI through their survey responses that were slightly lower than the highest
responses. Those students’ responses tend to be ignored because they are not
representative of the sentiments of the masses.
Because some open-ended responses were allowed, students were given an
opportunity to have their voices heard, but there needs to be more in-depth analysis. I
would recommend a mixed methods approach in the future for this type of study.
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APPENDIX A
TABLE OF DEFINITION OF VARIABLES

Variables
Perceptions of
Diversity (PD)

Conceptual Definition

Instrument Definition

Operational Definition

Diversity refers to a
limitless construct that
entails differences in
race (ethnicity), gender
(female is the
minority), sexual
orientation—lesbian,
gay, bi-sexual,
transgender, queer,
intersex, a-sexual, pansexual, kink, & +
(LGBTQIAPK+)—
religious affiliation,
veteran status,
disabilities, and
international status
(Buddey, 2011; Jones,
2018; Rankin &
Reason, 2005; Smith,
1997; Williams &
Clowney, 2007).

On a scale of 1 to 4,
with 1 being
STRONGLY
DISAGREE and 4
meaning STRONGLY
AGREE, please mark
the best answer that
describes your opinion
about the following
statements.

Add the scores per item
to have a total score
between 15 and 60 —
add the actual range
Include Lowest = 15
Highest = 60

2.3) I am satisfied with
the diversity of the
cultural backgrounds of
the employees here at
My Adventist
Institution. (PD1)
2.4) I am satisfied with
the diversity of the
cultural backgrounds of
the students here at My
Adventist Institution.
(PD2)
2.5) While at my
Adventist Institution, I
feel some responsibility
to be a spokesperson
for my racial/ethnic
group. (PD3)
2.6) While at [the
University], I feel some
responsibility to be a
spokesperson for my
gender. (PD4)
2.7) While at [the
University], I feel some
responsibility to be a
spokesperson for
students with
disabilities. (PD5)
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Except in the case
where items #3.4, #3.3,
& 4.1 (5.1) are scored
differently by asking
for students to directly
express their opinions
using the same 4-point
Likert scale but
different response
options.

Variables

Conceptual Definition

Instrument Definition
2.8) While at [the
University], I feel some
responsibility to be a
spokesperson for
lesbian, gay, bi-sexual,
transgender, queer,
intersex, a-sexual, pansexual, kink, & +
(LGBTQIAPK+)
students. (PD6)
2.9) While at [the
University], I feel some
responsibility to be a
spokesperson for
students who share my
religious views. (PD7)
2.10) While at [the
University], I feel some
responsibility to be a
spokesperson for
international students.
(PD8)
2.11) While at [the
University], I feel some
responsibility to be a
spokesperson for
students who have
veteran status. (PD9)
2.27) Retention of all
enrolled students
should be a priority at
[the University].
(PD10)
2.28) Retention of
students from specific
minority groups should
be a priority at [the
University]. (PD11)
2.29) Retention of
students who are
initially unprepared for
college-level work
should be a priority at
[the University].
(PD12)
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Operational Definition

Variables

Conceptual Definition

Instrument Definition

Operational Definition

For the following
questions, please
choose the answer you
feel best represents
your opinion.
3.4) Do you feel that
there are opportunities
available for you to
make suggestions for
improvement in
diversity programming
at [the University]?
(PD13)
3.3) In practice, how
much of a commitment
do you believe the
university has to
increase the numbers
and percentages of
minority student
graduates? (PD14)

Perceptions of Equity
(PE)

Equity refers to the idea
of providing fair or
appropriate access to
rights and privileges for
people who represent
known marginalized
groups (C. A. Anderson
& Foster, 1964; Jones,
2018).

5.1) How satisfied are
you with the
responsiveness of [the
University] to the
diverse needs of the
changing demographics
of our students? (PD15)
On a scale of 1 to 4,
with 1 being
STRONGLY
DISAGREE and 4
meaning STRONGLY
AGREE, please mark
the best answer that
describes your opinion
about the following
statements.
2.19) I believe that
campus programs for
minority students are
typically remedial in
nature.
(PE 1)
2.20) I believe that
campus programs for
minority students are a
central part of the
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Add the scores per item
to have a total score
between 5 and 20 —
add the actual range
Include Lowest = 5
Highest = 20
Except in the case
where items #3.1- 3.2
are scored differently
by asking for students
to directly express their
opinions using the same
4-point Likert scale but
different response
options

Variables

Conceptual Definition

Instrument Definition

Operational Definition

university's mission.
(PE 2)
2.21) I believe the
campus programs
addressing diversity are
educationally effective.
(PE 3)
For the following
questions, please
choose the answer you
feel best represents
your opinion.
3.1) Do women have
equal opportunities as
men for recognition,
respect, and
advancement at the
university? (PE 4)

Perceptions of
Inclusion (PI)

Inclusion refers to the
idea that students feel
welcomed on campus
and safe enough to
share their experiences
and learn from others.

3.2) Do minority
students have equal
opportunities for
recognition, respect,
and advancement at the
university? (PE 5)
On a scale of 1 to 4,
with 1 being
STRONGLY
DISAGREE and 4
meaning STRONGLY
AGREE, please mark
the best answer that
describes your opinion
about the following
statements.
2.1) At [the University],
I feel most comfortable
when I socialize with
people from the same
cultural background as
my own. (PI 1)
2.2) At [the University],
I feel comfortable when
I participate in campus
activities that focus on
cultures other than my
own. (PI 2)
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Add the scores per item
to have a total score
between 6 and 24
Lowest = 6 Highest =
24

Variables

Conceptual Definition

Instrument Definition

Operational Definition

2.16) Only students
who are receptive to
new ideas can benefit
from the educational
experiences at [the
University]. (PI 3)
2.17) Students who are
not proficient in
English are not able to
benefit from the
educational experiences
at [the University]. (PI
4)
2.22) I believe that
campus programs
addressing diversity are
a drain on the
institution's resources.
(PI 5)

Perceptions of collegial
relationships (PCR)

2.23) I believe that the
inclusion of minority
students is a stigma on
the institution's
prestige.
(PI 6)
On a scale of 1 to 4,
with 1 being
STRONGLY
DISAGREE and 4
meaning STRONGLY
AGREE, please mark
the best answer that
describes your opinion
about the following
statements.
2.12) There is a lot of
superficial friendliness
on this campus among
people of different
backgrounds, but
underneath there is
tension. (PCR 1)
2.18) Prejudice among
students is a problem
on campus. (PCR 2)
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Add the scores per item
to have a total score
between 8 and 32
Lowest = 8, Highest =
32
Except in the case
where items #6.1-6.8
are scored differently
by asking students
directly to identify what
groups are
discriminated against.

Variables

Conceptual Definition

Instrument Definition
For the following
questions, please
choose the answer you
feel best represents
your opinion.
2.24) I have
experienced
discrimination on the
[the University]
campus.
(PCR 3)
2.25) I have witnessed
discrimination on the
[the University]
campus.
(PCR 4)
2.26) I have an
opportunity to
participate
meaningfully in shared
governance at [the
University]. (PCR 5)
6) I have witnessed or
experienced
discrimination or
prejudice in relation to:
Check all that apply.
6.1) Ability (people
with disabilities)
6.2) Race
6.3) Gender
6.4) International Status
6.5) Ethnicity
6.6) Sexual Orientation
6.7) Class (income)
6.8) Religion
(PCR 6)
5.2) Overall, how
satisfied are you with
your relationships with
other [the University]
students? (PCR 7)
5.3) Overall, how
satisfied are you with
your interactions with
university employees?
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Operational Definition

Variables
Perceptions of
Academic Abilities
(PAA)

Perceptions of
Diversity (PD)

Conceptual Definition

Instrument Definition

Academic ability refers
to students’ aspirations,
motivations, and
perceptions of personal
performance in relation
to other students
(Mason, 2011; Murphy
& Zirkel, 2015).

Diversity refers to a
limitless construct that
entails differences in
race (ethnicity), gender
(female is the
minority), sexual
orientation—lesbian,
gay, bi-sexual,
transgender, queer,
intersex, a-sexual, pansexual, kink, & +
(LGBTQIAPK+)—
religious affiliation,
veteran status,
disabilities, and
international status
(Buddey, 2011; Jones,
2018; Rankin &
Reason, 2005; Smith,
1997; Williams &
Clowney, 2007).

(PCR 8)
2.13) Most enrolled
students are adequately
prepared academically
for [the University].
(PAA 1)
2.14) Only those
students who are
proficient in English are
prepared academically
for [the University].
(PAA 2)
2.15) Only those
students from the
mainstream culture are
adequately prepared
academically for [the
University]. (PAA 2)
On a scale of 1 to 4,
with 1 being
STRONGLY
DISAGREE and 4
meaning STRONGLY
AGREE, please mark
the best answer that
describes your opinion
about the following
statements.
2.3) I am satisfied with
the diversity of the
cultural backgrounds of
the employees here at
My Adventist
Institution. (PD1)
2.4) I am satisfied with
the diversity of the
cultural backgrounds of
the students here at My
Adventist Institution.
(PD2)
2.5) While at My
Adventist Institution, I
feel some responsibility
to be a spokesperson
for my racial/ethnic
group. (PD3)
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Operational Definition
Add the scores per item
to have a total score
between 3 and 12
Lowest = 3 Highest =
12

Add the scores per item
in order to have a total
score between 15 and
60 —add the actual
range
Include Lowest = 15
Highest = 60
Except in the case
where items #3.4, #3.3,
& 4.1 (5.1) are scored
differently by asking
for students to directly
express their opinions
using the same 4-point
Likert scale but
different response
options.

Variables

Conceptual Definition

Instrument Definition
2.6) While at [the
University], I feel some
responsibility to be a
spokesperson for my
gender. (PD4)
2.7) While at [the
University], I feel some
responsibility to be a
spokesperson for
students with
disabilities. (PD5)
2.8) While at [the
University], I feel some
responsibility to be a
spokesperson for
lesbian, gay, bi-sexual,
transgender, queer,
intersex, a-sexual, pansexual, kink, & +
(LGBTQIAPK+)
students. (PD6)
2.9) While at [the
University], I feel some
responsibility to be a
spokesperson for
students who share my
religious views. (PD7)
2.10) While at [the
University], I feel some
responsibility to be a
spokesperson for
international students.
(PD8)
2.11) While at [the
University], I feel some
responsibility to be a
spokesperson for
students who have
veteran status. (PD9)
2.27) Retention of all
enrolled students
should be a priority at
[the University].
(PD10)
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Operational Definition

Variables

Conceptual Definition

Instrument Definition

Operational Definition

2.28) Retention of
students from specific
minority groups should
be a priority at [the
University]. (PD11)
2.29) Retention of
students who are
initially unprepared for
college-level work
should be a priority at
[the University].
(PD12)
For the following
questions, please
choose the answer you
feel best represents
your opinion.
3.4) Do you feel that
there are opportunities
available for you to
make suggestions for
improvement in
diversity programming
at [the University]?
(PD13)
4.1) In practice, how
much of a commitment
do you believe the
university has to
increase the numbers
and percentages of
minority student
graduates? (PD14)

Perceptions of Equity
(PE)

Equity refers to the idea
of providing fair or
appropriate access to
rights and privileges for
people who represent
known marginalized
groups (C. A. Anderson

5.1) How satisfied are
you with the
responsiveness of [the
University] to the
diverse needs of the
changing demographics
of our students? (PD15)
On a scale of 1 to 4,
with 1 being
STRONGLY
DISAGREE and 4
meaning STRONGLY
AGREE, please mark
the best answer that
describes your opinion
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Add the scores per item
in order to have a total
score between 5 and 20
—add the actual range
Include Lowest = 5
Highest = 20

Variables

Conceptual Definition
& Foster, 1964; Jones,
2018).

Instrument Definition
about the following
statements.
2.19) I believe that
campus programs for
minority students are
typically remedial in
nature.
(PE 1)

Operational Definition
Except in the case
where items #3.1-#3.2
are scored differently
by asking for students
to directly express their
opinions using the same
4-point Likert scale but
different response
options

2.20) I believe that
campus programs for
minority students are a
central part of the
university's mission.
(PE 2)
2.21) I believe the
campus programs
addressing diversity are
educationally effective.
(PE 3)
For the following
questions, please
choose the answer you
feel best represents
your opinion.
3.1) Do women have
equal opportunities as
men for recognition,
respect, and
advancement at the
university? (PE 4)

Perceptions of
Inclusion (PI)

Inclusion refers to the
idea that students feel
welcomed on campus
and safe enough to
share their experiences
and learn from others.

3.2) Do minority
students have equal
opportunities for
recognition, respect,
and advancement at the
university? (PE 5)
On a scale of 1 to 4,
with 1 being
STRONGLY
DISAGREE and 4
meaning STRONGLY
AGREE, please mark
the best answer that
describes your opinion
about the following
statements.
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Add the scores per item
in order to have a total
score between 6 and 24
Lowest = 6 Highest =
24

Variables

Conceptual Definition

Instrument Definition

Operational Definition

2.1) At [the University],
I feel most comfortable
when I socialize with
people from the same
cultural background as
my own. (PI 1)
2.2) At [the University],
I feel comfortable when
I participate in campus
activities that focus on
cultures other than my
own. (PI 2)
2.16) Only students
who are receptive to
new ideas are able to
benefit from the
educational experiences
at [the University]. (PI
3)
2.17) Students who are
not proficient in
English are not able to
benefit from the
educational experiences
at [the University]. (PI
4)
2.22) I believe that
campus programs
addressing diversity are
a drain on the
institution’s resources.
(PI 5)

Perceptions of collegial
relationships (PCR)

2.23) I believe that the
inclusion of minority
students is a stigma on
the institution's
prestige.
(PI 6)
On a scale of 1 to 4,
with 1 being
STRONGLY
DISAGREE and 4
meaning STRONGLY
AGREE, please mark
the best answer that
describes your opinion
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Add the scores per item
in order to have a total
score between 8 and 32
Lowest = 8 Highest =
32
Except in the case
where item #34 is
scored differently by

Variables

Conceptual Definition

Instrument Definition
about the following
statements.
2.12) There is a lot of
superficial friendliness
on this campus among
people of different
backgrounds, but
underneath there is
tension. (PCR 1)
2.18) Prejudice among
students is a problem
on campus. (PCR 2)
For the following
questions, please
choose the answer you
feel best represents
your opinion.
2.24) I have
experienced
discrimination on the
[the University]
campus.
(PCR 3)
2.25) I have witnessed
discrimination on the
[the University]
campus.
(PCR 4)
2.26) I have an
opportunity to
participate
meaningfully in shared
governance at [the
University]. (PCR 5)
6) I have witnessed or
experienced
discrimination or
prejudice in relation to:
Check all that apply.
6.1) Ability (people
with disabilities)
6.2) Race
6.3) Gender
6.4) International Status
6.5) Ethnicity
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Operational Definition
asking for students
directly to identify what
groups are
discriminated against.

Variables

Conceptual Definition

Instrument Definition

Operational Definition

6.6) Sexual Orientation
6.7) Class (income)
6.8) Religion
(PCR 6)
5.2) Overall, how
satisfied are you with
your relationships with
other [the University]
students? (PCR 7)

Perceptions of
Academic Abilities
(PAA)

Academic ability refers
to students’ aspirations,
motivations, and
perceptions of personal
performance in relation
to other students
(Mason, 2011; Murphy
& Zirkel, 2015).

5.3) Overall, how
satisfied are you with
your interactions with
university employees?
(PCR 8)
2.13) Most enrolled
students are adequately
prepared academically
for [the University].
(PAA 1)
2.14) Only those
students who are
proficient in English are
prepared academically
for [the University].
(PAA 2)
2.15) Only those
students from the
mainstream culture are
adequately prepared
academically for [the
University]. (PAA 2)
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Add the scores per item
in order to have a total
score between 3 and 12
Lowest = 3 Highest =
12

APPENDIX B
HYPOTHESIS TESTING TABLE

Null Hypothesis
There is no
relationship
between diversity,
equity, and
inclusion initiatives
and student
perceptions of
enhancing
collegiate
relationships and
improving students’
perceptions of their
academic ability

Variables

Type of Scale

1. Perceptions of
Diversity
2. Perceptions of
Equity
3. Perceptions of
Inclusion
4. Perceptions of
Collegiate
Relationships
5. Perceptions of
Academic Ability
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Nominal
Nominal
Nominal
Nominal
Nominal

Test Criteria
1. Multiple Linear
Regression
2. Multiple Linear
Regression
3. Multiple Linear
Regression
4. Multiple Linear
Regression
5. Multiple Linear
Regression

APPENDIX C
INFORMED CONSENT

Research Subject Information and Consent Form
Dear Student, you are invited to participate in a research study about students’
perceptions of diversity, equity, inclusion, and their relation to collegiate relationships on
campus and their academic abilities. The reason you are being invited to participate in
this study is that you are currently enrolled as a student in a Seventh-day Adventist postsecondary institution of higher learning in the Spring semester of 2022.
Your participation in this research is totally voluntary. Your engagement and
participation in this survey will be invaluable as they will help us attain data that will
inform the study. The survey will involve a Likert-scale test and open response
demographic questions for you to respond to. The survey will consist of 65 items, and it
should take you no more than 30 minutes to complete the Scale Test. It will be
administered via Class Climate. Upon completion of the survey, please submit your
results by clicking “submit.”
In terms of how the results of the survey may be used, please be aware that researchers
may use the results of this study in scientific journal articles or in presentations; however,
the study results will be aggregated and not identify you in any way. Your personal
information, if any, will be kept confidential. If you have any questions or concerns, feel
free to contact the study investigator, Erin Doggette, at erind@andrews.edu or my
dissertation Chair, Dr. Janet Ledesma, at jledesma@andrews.edu.
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1.1 I have read the information
in this consent form, and I
voluntarily agree to participate
in this study.

I agree to participate
in this study.

I decline to participate in
this study.

1.2 Which university do you
attend?

AdventHealth
University

Andrews University
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APPENDIX D
NIH CERTIFICATE OF COMPLETION
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APPENDIX E
SURVEY

171

172

173

174
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